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  Abstract 
 
 
This qualitative research explored secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their 
teacher agency during a period of extensive curriculum change. Agency includes the capacity for 
teachers to develop or influence classroom, department and school level decision making. It requires 
active teacher commitment, dedication, and emotion, qualities that need to be developed, 
enhanced and encouraged over time. Successful implementation of curriculum changes requires the 
active, empowered, participation of teachers; that is, the success of curriculum change depends on 
effective teacher agency. The dual purposes of this case study research were to investigate Home 
Economics teacher perceptions of their role in curriculum change and the contextual factors that 
influenced their perceptions. Except for a dedicated few involved in Home Economics education, 
there is a paucity of research on these topics in the educational literature, within Australia and 
globally. In addition, the area had been neglected by curriculum planning bodies and school 
administrations. The current research sought to address this lack of research. 
To facilitate the study, the researcher developed the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core 
Agency Concepts model (TRFCAC) by combining two of Albert Bandura’s major agency concepts - 
namely Bandura’s (1999) Triadic Reciprocal Causation model and his Model of Core Concepts in 
Teacher Agency (Bandura, 2001). The first provides a framework for structuring an individual’s 
perceptions of influences on their capacity to exercise agency. The Triadic Reciprocal Causation 
model recognises that contextual factors within determinants will influence people differently 
according to individual interpretations of the contexts.  
The research was conducted in three phases over three years. At the completion of data 
collection, there had been no nationally mandated curriculum for Home Economics. This research is 
timely in trying to understand how Home Economics teachers are managing curriculum change and 
how these changes are affecting their agency as teachers when their subject is not nationally 
recognised. The thirteen voluntary participants in the study were Queensland Home Economics 
teachers who varied in gender, age, location, the type of school in which they worked, the positions 
they held in their schools, their teacher training background, and the length of time they had been 
teaching.  
 Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their classroom agency to develop and introduce 
new curriculum was high. Fewer teachers, however, described having teacher agency at a 
department level and fewer still at a school curriculum level. As a result of the introduction of the 
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Australian Curriculum (AC), the impact of NAPLAN and changes to schools by QSA directives, teacher 
influence in school level curriculum further decreased over the course of the study.  
 
This research identified that Home Economics teacher agency was enacted differently 
depending on whether change was teacher initiated or mandated by a higher authority such as 
school administration. Where change came from teachers themselves, they demonstrated proactive 
agency, purposefully choosing to change the curriculum and enacting all four core properties of 
agency: intentionality, forethought, reactiveness and reflectiveness. 
 
 When change was mandatory, teacher agency took one of two forms, reactive or passive, 
distinguished by the motivation and teacher reaction to change. Some teachers, while exhibiting 
neither intentionality nor forethought, demonstrated reactiveness and reflectiveness, accepting and 
implementing the change. This response is reactive agency. The least agentic teachers responded to 
mandated change by exhibiting passive agency, withdrawing to their classrooms and demonstrating 
none of the core properties of agency. 
 
Traditional influences as well as recent changes that have occurred in their school 
environments have challenged Home Economics teachers’ agency. Administrations have increased 
their control in all aspects of school curriculum, to the detriment of Home Economics teachers’ 
agency. Major factors affecting agency included teachers’ position in schools (classroom teacher, 
Head of Department, contract teacher, permanent teacher), the changed organisational structure of 
subject departments in schools, the introduction of Year 7 curriculum into secondary school, and 
school planning for the National Assessment Program - Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN). An 
inescapable conclusion from this research is that recent curriculum changes in schools as a result of 
the introduction of the AC; NAPLAN influence on school curriculu, and curriculum changes in 
Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) have resulted in changes in school curriculum that have been 
detrimental to Home Economics teacher agency.  
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Chapter 1: Overview of the Research 
Introduction 
Literature suggests that active engagement of teachers in the process of curriculum change is 
essential if curriculum goals are to be attained (Hargreaves, 2005). Such engagement will not take 
place and become sustainable unless teachers believe that their voices will be heard and their 
contribution to change is effective. The purpose of the current research was to explore teachers’ 
perceptions of their role in curriculum change and to investigate the contextual factors that 
influenced those perceptions. This qualitative research used a social cognitive theoretical framework 
and Bandura’s concepts of human and teacher agency (Bandura, 1989; 2001). It used a case study 
approach with a focus on the context of Home Economics, a non-core elective subject. Home 
Economics was selected as the focus for the research because it is contended teachers of such 
subjects are particularly vulnerable to externally imposed change. In addition, they have generally 
been neglected in the literature, and largely ignored by curriculum planning bodies and school 
administration. 
It is contended in the current research that Queensland school environments, characterised by 
consistent and significant curriculum changes, have marginalised teachers, especially in relation to 
curriculum change. Bandura’s (1997a) of teacher agency was considered the most effective tool for 
investigating contestation for influence and voice in curriculum design and implementation. 
According to Bandura (1997a), agency is the act of trying to control or influence an event or 
circumstance in a person’s life. It occurs when teachers attempt to influence changes in their school, 
department and classroom in an effort to achieve desired student learning outcomes (Bandura, 
1989, 2001). The current research explored secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of 
their agency during the present period of extensive curriculum change in Queensland. In addition, it 
investigated the contextual factors that impacted Home Economics teachers’ capacity to exercise 
their teacher agency, and explored how changes that may have occurred in teacher agency were 
translated into teaching practice.  
This chapter begins by providing background information to the research (Section 1.1). This is 
followed by a description of the Australian school system in relation to curriculum change (Section 
1.2) with particular reference to Home Economics as an Australian school subject struggling through 
curriculum change (Section 1.3). The conceptual framework for the research is derived from 
Bandura’s (1999) Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model and his work in the area of teacher agency, 
particularly with reference to his suggested Model of Core Concepts (Bandura, 2001). The 
framework for the current research is the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts 
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(Section 1.4). A rationale for the research is then provided (Section 1.5), followed by the research 
questions (Section 1.6). An outline of the research methodology is provided (Section 1.7), followed 
by a description of the significance of the research (Section 1.8).  
1.1 Background information to the Research 
My interest in this research arose from questions raised by second and third year pre-service 
Home Economics students at university in south-east Queensland. These students returned from 
their teaching practicum placements in secondary schools with questions that I was unable to 
answer, despite my extensive experience in both secondary and tertiary teaching and in curriculum 
development positions. Their questions centred on the differences they had observed in Home 
Economics teachers and in curriculum within and across schools. For example: Why were there so 
many differences in Home Economics classroom curriculum between teachers? Why did department 
and school Home Economics curriculum vary so much between schools? Also, as prospective 
teachers in the area, they sought to discover the likely future of Home Economics as a secondary 
school subject in Queensland. In seeking answers to their questions I discovered the paucity of 
research on these topics in the educational literature, except for a dedicated few involved in Home 
Economics education, both in Australia and globally. The area had been neglected by curriculum 
planning bodies and school administrations. The peak advocacy body for Home Economics in 
Australian schools, the Home Economics Institute of Australia (HEIA), appeared to be the only voice 
raising any of these issues. It was with this background that I began to investigate the underlying 
reasons for the differences in Home Economics curriculum in Queensland schools, and what factors 
enabled some Home Economics teachers to succeed in developing successful Home Economics 
curriculum in their schools, while others had not. This information is particularly relevant to the 
placement of Home Economics in the new Australian curriculum, a major curriculum change that 
affects teachers nationwide. The following section provides a brief outline of the current position 
and the background to curriculum change in Queensland and the position of Home Economics over 
the years, necessary to a clear understanding of the present attitudes to and likely results of current 
efforts at reform.  
1.2 Background to Queensland Curriculum 
Historically, school curriculum design and implementation was the realm of professional 
educators (Marsh, 2004). Formal curriculum can be described as the written frameworks of 
educational policies that map a government’s vision of what knowledge are important and which 
skills are significant. This curriculum is translated and enacted at the school level after it has been 
interpreted and include school, department and classroom programs, lesson plans and resources 
(Luke, Weir, & Woods, 2008; Marsh, 2004). The current study focused on teacher agency as the 
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enacted curriculum for Home Economics and teachers’ perceptions of how it was implemented in 
schools. 
Today, governments and politically powerful interest groups play an important role in 
generating formal curricula (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992; Helsby, 1999; McCulloch, 1998). 
Governments look to education for ways to solve their countries’ economic problems as well as 
measure their success by improved student scores in national and international standardised tests 
(Helsby, 1999; Penney, 2006). Politicians and government bodies determine what knowledge and 
skills are important to achieve their political and economic goals, and frame the formal curriculum 
accordingly. Today, formal curriculum comprises the written frameworks of educational policies in 
the form of explicit documents that map the government’s vision of what knowledge is important 
and valued, and which skills are significant to achieving political and economic purposes. 
Domestically, both state and federal governments are attempting to control school curricula by 
mandating design and outcomes.  
In Queensland, the interaction of teachers with formal curriculum differs across and within 
systems. For example, Education Queensland (EQ) has taken over the interpretation and 
implementation of the formal Australian National Curriculum Framework (AC) in state schools, down 
to the level of daily lesson plans for each of the core subjects. However, this material is not available 
to non-government systems which, instead, have developed their own approaches. The degree of 
teacher involvement in curriculum decisions and curriculum development differs markedly between 
systems. Teachers in all systems strive to interpret a variety of national and state curriculum policy 
documents (Brooker, 2002; QSA, 2008a) and translate them into school curricula that address the 
formal curriculum priorities, while meeting their students’ needs. These school curricula are the 
enacted curriculum (Luke, Weir, & Woods, 2008; Marsh, 2004) and include classroom and 
department programs, lesson plans and resources 
Curriculum, therefore, is not static. it is ever evolving as different governments define their 
priorities and as social needs for learning change. The latest development of curriculum change is a 
culmination of an extended period of turbulent curriculum change. From the introduction of the Key 
Learning Areas (KLAs) in the 1990s (QSA, 2007), the key issues have centred on power: what 
constitutes valued knowledge and who has the power to decide (Pring, 2004). In addition, Goodson 
(1983) describes curriculum change as contentious among teachers as they pursue or attempt to 
retain power over what they teach. The struggle for status, position and power has been particularly 
noticeable in schools when subjects such as Home Economics have been amalgamated and 
reorganised according to government or school determined concepts of valued knowledge and skills. 
The process of amalgamation and reorganisation saw the initial exclusion of certain subjects as less 
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worthy of serious study. Home Economics was one of these subjects. This marginalisation of Home 
Economics resulted in schools and staff having little understanding or appreciation of the subject’s 
value, which has led to the making of ad hoc decisions about the place and presence of Home 
Economics in their school (Burke & Pendergast, 1994; Pendergast, 2001). According to Pendergast 
(2001), these decisions have often been influenced by traditional stereotypical thinking about Home 
Economics. The introduction of the AC in 2011 has again required teachers to respond to significant 
curriculum change; however, to date there has been no research on how teachers of Home 
Economics both perceive these changes and how they are subsequently responding to them. The 
current research aimed to explore these areas.  
1.2 Australian school system and curriculum changes 
The Federal Government’s increasing influence in curriculum has been evident over the last 
20 years, particularly since 1988 where the move to corporate federalism was first identified as a 
national approach (Lingard, Knight, & Porter, 1993). The Australian Constitution, however, assigns 
responsibility for the compulsory years of education to the States and Territories, which means 
Commonwealth influence varies across the country. A significant step toward Federal involvement in 
State education occurred in 1991, when the Australian Education Council (AEC) introduced the 
concept of eight learning areas for all students in Australia (Marsh, 2004).  
At the Adelaide Declaration on National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century 
(MCEETYA, 1999) all Australian States agreed to implement common curriculum elements as 
identified by AEC; these became known as the Key Learning Areas (KLAs). The KLAs are identified 
areas of curriculum that each student in their compulsory schooling years must study. The KLAs as 
identified by the AEC were The Arts, English, Health and Physical Education (HPE), Languages other 
than English (LOTE), Mathematics, Science, Studies of Society and Environment (SOSE), and 
Technology (Brooker, 2002; MCEETYA, 1999). Home Economics was not allocated a KLA and each 
state chose how they would embed the subject into their state curriculum. In most cases, it was 
placed either in Health and Physical Education (HPE) or Technology. Either approach resulted in the 
subject of Home Economics becoming splintered and fragmented, and the interdisciplinary nature of 
the subject as well as its focus on the well-being of individuals and families, becoming lost (HEIA, 
2010). 
Adoption of the KLAs was accompanied by the introduction of an Outcomes Based Education 
(OBE) approach to curriculum (Fetherston, 2006). An outcomes approach has focused on what the 
student was able to do after they engaged with the learning tasks, rather than what was to be 
taught (Fetherston, 2006). The implications of these significant curriculum changes for teachers have 
been profound. Teaching pedagogy, assessment and reporting have all been affected as teachers 
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were required to change past teaching practices to meet new requirements. New state curriculum 
and syllabus documents were developed and, for some states, school subjects such as Home 
Economics were re-organised within the school curriculum framework. In addition, the task of 
writing new school, department and classroom curriculum to meet the mandated changes was 
placed on the Head of Department (HoD) and classroom teachers in a time of great change in 
department organisation (Ritchie, Mackay, & Rigano, 2006; Rosenfeld, 2008; ), and job 
intensification (Apple & Jungck, 1990; Datnow 1995).  
The introduction of the KLAs was intended to provide a common direction and curriculum 
framework for existing secondary school subjects; however, each state in Australia implemented the 
KLAs differently and to varying degrees (Marsh, 2004). As a result, there was great variation across 
Australian states in interpreting where and how existing secondary school subjects fit within the KLA 
framework, and how KLAs were applied and assessed using OBE. For example, some subject KLAs in 
Queensland showed little resemblance to their interstate name counterparts. For this reason, when 
discussing KLAs and subject areas such as Home Economics, it must be done at a state level because 
every state has significant differences. One commonality across all states of Australia was the 
increasing occurrence of curriculum change. The Melbourne Declaration of 2008 again focused 
student education on literacy and numeracy and knowledge of key disciplines (MCEETYA, 2009). The 
Learning Areas identified as key disciplines resembled the previous KLAs and again Home Economics 
was not identified or placed in a Learning Area. The problems for Home Economics teachers 
associated with splintering and changing Home Economics in schools continued.  
In order to address the subject variations between states, a new national curriculum was 
developed. The AC began implementation in 2011. The continuing of its implementation across 
Australia attempted to address the subject variations between states (ACARA, 2013). The recent 
curriculum change again affected some subjects differently from others. For example, for subjects 
that were considered core subjects such as English, Science and Mathematics, all aspects of the 
curriculum were formally mandated. Other specialised school subjects taught in Queensland, such as 
Home Economics, were again not considered core and therefore have not yet been placed in the AC 
It is contended in the current research that this lack of recognition for Home Economics poses 
particular problems for teachers of this subject. These problems include continued lack of subject 
recognition as an authentic discipline by government and educational bodies; no mandated time 
allocation; no requirement for implementation; no staffing allocation; or no formal recognised 
curriculum in junior secondary school. To date, there has been no research in this area due perhaps 
because of the recent release of the AC.  
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The researcher contends that, in many schools in Queensland, the subject of Home 
Economics has been retained because there has been substantial investment in specialised buildings 
and equipment; for some students, it is considered a desirable career pathway; and schools 
recognise it offers valuable knowledge and skills not otherwise taught. It is argued in this thesis that, 
as a consequence of having no formal recognition or curriculum at a national level and limited 
recognition at a state level, schools and teachers of Home Economics lacked direction, support and 
resources in meeting the changes to the AC, and this has had a negative effect on their teacher 
agency in relation to curriculum change.  
1.3 Home Economics as a school subject in Queensland schools 
 The school subject Home Economics has been part of the Queensland curriculum for over 
100 years in a number of different guises. It currently embraces in-depth knowledge and 
understandings from a range of areas including Food and Nutrition, Textiles and Family Studies, with 
some vocational knowledge and skills. For many people, however, Home Economics is still 
considered to be an applied or vocational subject and has less subject status and professional 
respect than other subjects such as English, Mathematics and Science that are core academic 
subjects (Goodson, 1983; Little, 1993; Williams, 1994). Home Economics is considered by many in 
education today to be a peripheral subject, lacking clear distinction, direction, place, position and 
power. It has had numerous changes, and has not been the focus of very much educational research 
in the past.  
 The current Queensland curriculum changes that have resulted in some schools altering  
their subject department organisations to either the KLA mega-departments or the splitting of Home 
Economics into separate learning areas has created additional problems for Home Economics 
teachers. For example, both these department structures alter how Home Economics teachers are 
able to communicate and operate in a department. The traditional role of the department includes 
the socialisation of its members, the allocation of resources, the expertise areas of the HOD, all of 
which change with a change to department structure. However, while change is occurring, research 
has shown that many teachers and administrators are committed to the maintenance of existing 
subject boundaries (Ritchie et al., 2006), meaning any change to existing subject departments in a 
school can be fraught with difficulty. In addition, Goodson (1983) highlighted that teachers in 
existing subjects will work toward maintaining self-interests such as existing privileges  and will 
protect what they have established. Newcomers to existing subject departments will find it difficult 
in establishing status and a voice, for example, where Home Economics teachers are forced to 
amalgamate into HPE departments. Many Home Economics teachers have been affected by the 
reorganisation of their subject and school curriculum in general. As a result, they now teach in 
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larger, more complicated departments that may be organised and operate quite differently to what 
the teachers had previously experienced. While there has been substantial research on the impact of 
curriculum change on teachers, there is only a small body of work that investigates Home Economics 
specifically. There has been no research that explores Home Economic teachers’ agency in a time of 
national curriculum change; the current research fills that gap in the research. The following section 
provides the conceptual framework for the current research which includes a description of how the 
Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts (TRAFCAC) model was developed, and how 
Bandura’s concept of teacher agency (Bandura, 1999, 2006) have been used utilised to explore 
Home Economics teachers’ agency in a time of curriculum change. 
1.4 Conceptual Framework for the Research 
Social cognitive theory was used in this qualitative research based on an agentic perspective 
in which individuals are producers of experiences and shapers of events (Bandura, 2000). Social 
cognitive theory has its roots in the early works of Bandura (1977) and reflects a number of 
constructivist principles. Important to the current research is the notion that individuals are affected 
by the combined influences of the social (external) and cognitive (internal) processes. Environmental 
events, personal factors and behaviours are seen as interacting processes that Bandura called 
reciprocal determinism, rather than explaining human behaviour as unit-directional. However 
factors in reciprocal determinism influence and are influenced by each other. Environmental 
influences include such variables as feedback, resources, other people and physical settings; 
personal factors include goals, attributions, self-evaluation and self-regulations; and behavioural 
factors include motivation, choice and individual actions. This reciprocal model of human behaviour 
centres on the issue of self-influences. The influential role of the self-system in reciprocal 
determinism is documented through a reciprocal analysis of self-regulatory processes and of 
analysing actions at the level of intrapersonal development, interpersonal transactions, and 
interactive functioning of organizational and social systems. This method of self-evaluation was an 
important feature when considering teachers’ responses to curriculum change in the current 
research. 
For example, external factors in the current research include imposed curriculum, and 
interactions with other staff and students and Home Economic teachers’ reactions to these. Internal 
influences include self-efficacy and agency. Campbell (2012) defines agency as enabling ‘individuals 
(and, to some, collectives) to make free or independent choices, to engage in autonomous actions, 
and to exercise judgement in the interests of others and oneself’ (p. 9). A major construct of agency 
and central to the construct of motivation and actions of teachers, is efficacy. Efficacy is the belief 
that control is possible and that one has the power to produce desired effects by their actions. 
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Efficacy involves people’s judgments about their own capabilities (Bandura, 1997a, 1997b, 1989). 
Teacher agency focuses on teachers’ capacity to make choices, and take principled action and self-
judgements. Teacher agency is a self-perception of competence rather than a measure of actual 
competence.  There are multiple ways that efficacy influences on Home Economics teacher agency. 
When efficacy is high, Home Economics teachers will feel more confident that they can execute the 
responses necessary to achieve their goals including efficiently using analytic strategies to discover 
the rules to manage their new social environments and curriculum. When efficacy is low, teachers 
can feel powerless and incompetent, which then affects their thoughts, behaviours and motivation 
to engage in change in positive ways. With high efficacy, teachers feel a sense of enablement that 
allows them to engage more positively with curriculum change. A key component of efficacy is 
agency. Agency occurs when teachers deliberately plan and implement action, visualise potential 
outcomes, act intentionally and make necessary adjustments (Lasky, 2005; Marsh, Craven, & 
McInerney, 2008). The Triadic Reciprocality Core Agency Concepts model is an important framework 
developed by Bandura that identifies the core concepts of  agency. The following section provides a 
brief overview of the Triadic Reciprocality Core Agency Concepts (TRFCAC) model used in this study 
as the framework for exploring teachers’ agency.  
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Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts (TRFCAC) Model 
A researcher-generated model, the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts 
(TRFCAC) Model was developed for the current research. The model combined two broader models, 
namely Bandura’s (2001) Model of Core Concepts in Teacher Agency to identify teacher agency 
where it occurred for Home Economics teachers and Bandura’s (1999) Triadic Reciprocal Causation 
model to identify teacher agency and to describe the contextual factors affecting their agency. The 
current research combined these two major models of agency to inform the development of the 
TRFCAC model as the framework for the research as each separately did not adequately address the 
research questions. Elements of the Model of Core Concepts include concepts of: intentionality; 
forethought; self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness; these concepts are viewed within the 
framework of Triadic Reciprocal Causation model (which includes the environmental, personal and 
behavioural factors). Combining the two models allows the exploration of teachers’ self-perceptions 
of their engagement with curriculum change. This combining of the two concepts has not been done 
before; however, as the current research explored teachers’ agency within the context of curriculum 
change, there was a need to understand how the core properties of agency were perceived and used 
by teachers within the various determinants involved in curriculum change. The two concepts of 
core properties of agency and the triadic reciprocal causation model are briefly described below. 
Core Properties of Agency 
Bandura’s Agentic theory refers to the capacity for people ‘to influence intentionally [their] 
functioning and life circumstances’ (Bandura, 2002, p. 270). Agentic theory places people in control 
of the decisions within their lives while still acknowledging social and cultural influences. For the 
purposes of this study this capacity when applied to teachers in schools is referred to as teacher 
agency. Teacher agency is reflected in teachers’ capacity to operate in four core properties: 
intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001; Marsh et al., 
2008). Intentionality is demonstrated when teachers form intentions for curriculum change at school 
and classroom level and realise these plans. Forethought is demonstrated when teachers’ see 
successful futures and work toward them. Self-reactiveness means reacting to change and altering 
plans as necessary, as well as exhibiting the self-regulation of actions. Self-reflectiveness is where 
teachers progressively self-examine their actions and reflect on their success or lack of success. 
These four properties are explored in more depth in Section 2.5.1 of this thesis. During curriculum 
change, teachers exercise agency as a way to control and influence their working lives. Action of 
teacher agency during curriculum change may occur with the teacher consciously and deliberately 
planning for action (e.g. adopting or resisting curriculum change directives), visualising potential 
outcomes, implementing the planned actions and acting intentionally and adjusting as necessary, 
and then reflect on what has happened (Bandura, 1997a, 2002; Lasky, 2005; Marsh et al., 2008). The 
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current research explored teacher agency that includes not only teachers’ compliance with 
mandated curriculum change but also resistance to this change and the role agency had on teaching 
practices. According to Priestly, Edwards, Priestly, and Miller (2012), agency, both positive and 
negative, requires development over time. Agency may not always be used in a positive way; some 
teachers will attempt to change curriculum or resist curriculum change to make their own lives 
easier. In addition, some teachers will plan curriculum that addresses their own personal interests or 
goals rather than the interests or benefits of the students. However, agency was used in the current 
research, it was explored against Bandura’s (2001) four core properties of agency: intentionality; 
forethought; self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness. 
Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model 
A key organising factor of teacher agency in the current research draws upon the Triadic 
Reciprocal Causation Model (Bandura, 1999). The Triadic Reciprocal Causation model provides a 
framework structuring individual perceptions of influences on people’s capacity to exercise human 
agency (Figure 2.2). There is a triadic interrelated connection between the cognitive determinants of 
a person, their behavioural determinants and the environment determinants in which they live and 
work. The interrelationship is constantly changing and varying in pressure on teachers. The Triadic 
Reciprocal Causation Model describes human behaviour and agency as resulting from three broad 
interacting determinants. These are: 1) internal personal determinants which can be cognitive, 
affective and biological; 2) behavioural determinants including conditioning and modelling; and 3) 
environmental determinants (Bandura, 1977, 1997a) such as school administration, colleagues and 
departments. The Triadic Reciprocal Causation model recognises that contextual factors within 
determinants will influence people differently according to individual interpretations of the contexts 
(Bandura, 1999). For example, a contextual factor might be an administration decision about 
curriculum change where one teacher may choose to implement curriculum change and another 
might not. This model was necessary to include in the research framework as it provides an 
explanation of the depth and complexity of contextual factors that affect the core properties of 
teachers’ agency. Individual teachers approached curriculum change in different ways from not only 
their personal stance but also in reaction to the working conditions surrounding them. A fuller 
explanation of the framework model used for the current research is explored more deeply in 
Chapter 2.  
1.5 Rationale for the Research 
As indicated above, the place of Home Economics as a school subject is tenuous in many 
schools, as is the structure of the subject and its resourcing. There has been little research into 
Home Economics in Queensland schools, and the future of this school subject is uncertain In light of 
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current AC changes. Indeed, it is unknown whether or how Home Economics will maintain its place 
in the school curriculum. It was not the intention of this research to justify or defend the place of the 
subject Home Economics in schools; rather it sought answers to questions about Home Economics 
teacher agency. For the subject to retain or, in some cases, regain a place in school curriculum, it is 
imperative that Home Economics teachers exercise agency at school, department and classroom 
curriculum levels. However, no research has been conducted that investigates Home Economics 
teachers’ agency during a time of curriculum change and how their sense of agency is influenced by 
contextual factors. Most of the existing research has focused on defining Home Economics rather 
than investigating the lived experiences of Home Economics teachers in schools (Pendergast, 1996).  
Moreover, research to date that has specifically looked at Home Economics teachers (Pendergast, 
2001, 2006; Pendergast, Reynolds, & Crane, 2000) has identified Home Economics teachers as 
experiencing increasing complications in their professional teaching lives. Research investigating the 
KLA curriculum changes that has included Home Economics teachers, has generally  focused on 
Health and Physical Education (HPE) subject department and very little is known about what is 
happening to Home Economics teachers when they are located in this department structure or in 
other departmental structures (Brooker, 2002; Little & McLaughlin, 1993). How individual subject 
groups respond to curriculum change is an important but neglected part of the overall curriculum 
change picture (Goodson, 1983).   
As suggested by the current researcher, Home Economics teachers will require strong and 
positive teacher agency as they try to manage the events that are happening in their subject area 
and in their departments in light of the current curriculum changes. Being agentic will enable Home 
Economics teachers to exert some influence over school, department and classroom curriculum to 
enable them to achieve desired curriculum futures and prevent undesired ones. Lack of Home 
Economics teacher engagement with school and department curriculum development will have 
serious consequences for Home Economics in the school curriculum.  
Many Home Economics teachers are struggling to maintain the subject in their schools. The 
current AC tightens the school timetable and leaves the subject of Home Economics vulnerable. It 
appears to be an easy target for budget and staff cutbacks and Home Economics is in some schools, 
less able to successfully compete for resources (Little & McLaughlin, 1993). As Little and McLaughlin 
(1993) have identified, academic and vocational teachers occupy two separate worlds in most 
schools, a phenomenon that, ‘has remained nearly invisible in the mainstream research on 
secondary schooling’ (p. 138). Additionally, teachers of subjects without a vocational component 
have little understanding or appreciation of the value of these specialist subjects in a school 
curriculum.   Teachers and Administrators who have little understanding of the subject and its 
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specific needs are making decisions in schools without understanding the consequences of these 
decisions on Home Economics teachers, their students, the programs being taught and the long term 
consequences for the subject. Therefore, the current research is timely in that it invested how 
curriculum change is affected by and affects teachers’ sense of agency. 
1.6 Research Questions 
The research questions addressed in the present research were: 
1. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their current teacher 
agency? 
2.  What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ understandings of how contextual 
factors have affected the reciprocal relationship between their teacher agency and 
their consequent teaching practice? 
These questions explored teacher agency during the introduction and implementation of the 
Queensland school curriculum initiative - the Queensland Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting 
Framework (QCAR) (QSA, 2007), and the AC implementation in Queensland schools.  
1.7 Research Methodology 
This qualitative study used an interpretive paradigm (Merriam, 1998) to explore teacher 
agency during a time when teachers were engaged in the very complex process of school, 
department and classroom curriculum making in their schools. It used a descriptive case study 
approach, using interviews with Home Economics teachers. Case study research values subjective 
ways of knowing, particularly experiential, practical and presentational experiences and is sensitive 
to specific socio-cultural contexts (Simons, 2009), which in the current research is teachers’ agency 
in relation to change in Home Economics as a curriculum. Home Economics high school teachers in 
both state and private education were approached to participate in the research.  
The current research consisted of three phases. Phase 1 of the research occurred at the 
beginning of the school year 2010, as teachers were starting to implement the new Australian 
Curriculum. Phase 2 occurred 12 months later (2011), when participants were asked to identify any 
changes that they felt had occurred regarding their participation in curriculum changes. This phase 
was particularly valuable as it provided the participants an opportunity to discuss and reflect on their 
agency over the preceding year, and provided the researcher the opportunity to readdress pertinent 
factors raised in Phase 1 in relation to curriculum changes at the state and national levels. Phase 3 
consisted of two feedback sessions where participants further discussed contextual factors of most 
interest to them in light of curriculum change, particularly in relation to the AC. This phase of the 
research occurred in late 2012, early 2013, when the AC curriculums for English, Maths and Science 
had been embedded in school curriculum. In response to curriculum change, the introduction of 
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Year 7 curriculum into secondary school had become the focus point for participants by Phase 3 of 
the research. 
Initially in Phase 1, 12 teachers volunteered to participate. In Phase 2, nine of the original 12 
participated. While, in Phase 3, three of the original 12 participated, with one additional teacher 
joining the study in this Phase, making a total of four participants. The number of participants across 
all three phases totalled of 13. 
 Interview transcripts were analysed using a Constant Comparative Method (CCM) (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967). Constant Comparative is a qualitative research method that attempts to explore the 
whole phenomenon being described rather than a word by word analysis. It uses a systematic and 
rigorous approach to inductive analysis of discourse (written or verbal) while attempting to ensure 
descriptive and interpretive validity through checks and balances (Ary, Cheser-Jacobs, Razavieh, & 
Sorensen, 2006). Further details on the research methodology are provided in Chapter 3 of this 
thesis. 
1.8 Significance of the study 
Teacher agency is essential when teachers plan for, develop, and implement new enacted 
curriculum at school, department and classroom levels particularly during times of National and 
State mandated formal curriculum change as has been experienced in Queensland schools in recent 
times. If teacher agency is low or teachers opt out or are prevented from engaging in curriculum 
change they will make little contribution to school and department curriculum (Apple & Jungck, 
1990; Datnow, 1995). The long term effects for marginalised subjects such as Home Economics in 
schools will be poor if Home Economics teachers are unable or unwilling to actively engage 
effectively in curriculum change in their schools. Teaching of the key concepts, skills and knowledge 
associated with this multidisciplinary subject may well disappear from school curriculum otherwise. 
To date there has been little research into teacher agency as experienced by teachers in schools 
(Priestley et al., 2012). For this reason, a study that explored teachers of Home Economics’ agency 
during the implementation of the AC as deemed to be both timely and valuable. It is expected that 
Home Economic teachers, Heads of Schools who manage Home Economics and tertiary providers 
will benefit from this research in better understanding how curriculum change can affect the 
intended implementation of curriculum change in schools. 
For Home Economics to remain in the school curriculum, Home Economics teachers must be 
agentic. It is proposed that understandings, strategies and processes uncovered by this study that 
have either hindered or helped Home Economics teacher agency will provide guidance and 
assistance to teachers in other subject areas who find themselves in similar positions. It will also 
provide guidance to Heads of Departments and administration, relevant organisations and 
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curriculum authorities who are working toward improving teacher agency during a time of 
curriculum change.  
How individual subject groups respond to curriculum change is an important but under 
researched part of the overall curriculum change picture (Goodson, 1983). There has been no 
research to date that has specifically addressed Home Economics teacher agency in curriculum 
change. In addition, there has been little attempt to identify and address the curriculum concerns of 
Home Economics teachers in schools. For this reason, a study that explored the affect current 
curriculum change has had on Home Economics teacher agency is timely and relevant. This study 
attempted to meet a gap in the research by exploring Home Economics teacher agency and the 
contextual factors that affected it. 
Overview of the study 
This chapter began by providing a brief  overview of relevant federal and state policies that 
have impacted on school curriculum within Queensland over the last 15 years with a particular focus 
on the lower secondary subject area of Home Economics. In addition it stated the research 
questions. This section was followed by a brief description of the theoretical framework used in this 
study, the TRFCAC Model.  
The second chapter, the Literature Review, contains an overview of the literature on the 
social cognitive theory which places teachers as agents. This chapter also provides an in-depth 
description of the TRFCAC Model used as the conceptual framework for the study. In addition it 
discusses the significant contextual factors impacting teacher agency using the determinants in the 
Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model.  
Chapter 3 describes the research design of the three Phases of the study, the methodology 
and procedures for the study. It discusses the methodology approach used to answer the research 
questions, provides a detailed description of the selection of participants, the methods of data 
analysis and the ethical considerations attached to the research.   
Chapter 4 presents the findings of Phase 1 of the research. The data were collected in 2010. 
This chapter focuses on the three research problems, organised within the TRAFCAC model. The 
chapter explores the contextual factors of agency as perceived by Home Economics teachers.  
In Chapter 5, the findings of Phase 2 and Phase 3 or the research are presented. The findings 
are organised in a similar manner as for Chapter 4. Data for Phase 2 were collected one year after 
the collection of Phase 1 data (2011); data for Phase 3 was collected one year later (2012/13). 
Chapter 6 provides a discussion of the study’s findings in the light of the relevant literature 
(Chapter 2), and a summation of the research. Implications of the findings are drawn and 
recommendations for further research are given.  
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
Introduction 
This study explored how Home Economics teachers’ agency was affected during a period of 
curriculum change, further it explored what contextual factors affected their agency and how the 
changes to their agency manifested in their teaching. The chapter begins by outlining the evolving 
place of Home Economics in Queensland secondary schools, both prior to 2007 (Section 2.1) and 
after 2007 (Section 2.2). The literature review then describes the phenomenon of curriculum 
change, including teachers’ resistance to change (Section 2.2.1). The overarching theory for the 
current research is social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989) which is discussed in Section 2.4. Section 
2.5 describes agentic theory (Bandura, 1997a), that includes teacher agency and self-efficacy. The 
research uses a model developed from the core properties of teacher agency and Bandura’s (1999) 
Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model (Section 2.6) as the key organiser of teacher agency. The model 
thus devised as the framework for the current research is called the Triadic Reciprocality Framework 
Core Agency Concepts (TRFCAC) model.  
Sections 2.7 through to 2.9 discuss the contextual factors that affect teacher agency organised 
into personal, behavioural and environmental determinants. Discussed in Section 2.7 are the 
personal determinants of teacher gender, teacher career stage and age, subject image and status, 
teacher emotion and moral purpose. Section 2.8 describes the behavioural determinants that 
include workplace culture and modelling and mentoring in schools and the role of collegiality in 
relation to curriculum change. Section 2.9 explores the environmental determinants of school 
administration, a discussion of the effect of subject department on teacher agency, and the changing 
role of the Head of Department (HoD). The chapter begins with an overview of Home Economics as a 
curriculum area; this will be followed by a discussion of Home Economics in Queensland before and 
after 2007. 
2.1 Home Economics Curriculum 
The discipline of Home Economics was formalised in America in 1909. It began in an attempt 
to admit women into college through the study of science in the home. The traditional content 
included in Home Economics that persisted for 60 years covered areas in textiles, housing, home 
management, consumer studies, food and nutrition, as well as child and family studies (Richards, 
2000). Like-minded teachers in Australia in the 1970s adopted much of the American framework to 
establish Home Economics as a discipline in Australia and created the school subject of Home 
Economics (Pendergast, 2001). Societal changes have significantly impacted the Home Economics 
profession. Its content and focus evolved as technology forced many changes in the home and 
individuals lives. For many Home Economics professionals, the traditional name of Home Economics 
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was no longer applicable and pressure was increased for a name change to reflect its current form. 
In 1993 the combined Home Economics associations in America voted to change the name of Home 
Economics to Family and Consumer Science. Following this, the American Home Economics 
Association officially changed its name to the American Association of Family and Consumer Science 
(Richards, 2000). The Australian Home Economics Association did not adopt the name change and 
elected to retain the traditional name. In addition, Queensland high school education retained the 
traditional name of Home Economics, although many education planners in a number of states 
across Australia adopted a variety of other names. Regardless of the name, the discipline of Home 
Economics or Family and Consumer Science has its origins in the early 1900s and has continued to 
evolve as society has changed. 
2.1.1 Home Economics as a School Subject or a Subject Discipline in the Curriculum 
Home Economics similarity between states occurs at the discipline level, rather than the 
school subject level. A subject discipline and a school subject, although related, are quite different 
organisational models with different purposes and places in schools (Beane, 1995; Goodson, 1985). 
They are, however, often confused with each other. A subject discipline or discipline of knowledge is 
a field of inquiry about some aspect of the world and offers a lens through which people view the 
world. Included in the discipline are the skills and specialised knowledge required to participate in, 
explore and explain the discipline area. The discipline also provides a community of like-minded 
people which enhances feelings of belonging (Beane, 1995). Discipline groupings have traditionally 
been a major organisational tool for school subjects. For many disciplines there are well established 
and definable school subjects within the high school curriculum such as Mathematics and Science. 
More recently, however, school subjects may be groupings of areas of knowledge that someone has 
decided are significant enough for school students to learn (Beane, 1995). These groupings can 
comprise knowledge, skills and dispositions from a combination of disciplines, or possibly even 
topics of perceived need or vocational areas. An example of this is found in the current lower 
secondary school subject of Home Economics in Queensland. It is related to the discipline of Home 
Economics; however, because of school differences in curriculum and a lack of national and state 
direction, what is taught in schools may not necessarily reflect all of what is espoused in the 
discipline. More often it is aspects of the discipline that are taught. As Hargreaves (1994) intimates, 
the culture, understandings, philosophies and common discourses found within school subjects are 
influenced by their historic evolution, and associated professional bodies. The school subject of 
Home Economics as it has evolved may not reflect all of the discipline areas of Home Economics/ 
Family and Consumer Science. 
As the preceding paragraph has highlighted, a school subject is not a subject discipline. 
Many teachers, however, see themselves as subject discipline teachers rather than as teachers of 
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school subjects, this can be problematic when changes are made to curriculum in schools. It is 
proposed in the current research that the confusion of role identity, for example the role as a 
teacher of a discipline or as a teacher of a school subject has an impact on the agency of Home 
Economic teachers. The construct of teacher identity is a significant factor in teacher agency during 
curriculum change. The concept of teacher agency will be explored further in Section 2.6. Suffice it 
to say at this stage that any challenge, such as curriculum change, to teacher identity will impact 
teacher agency.  
The compartmentalisation of discipline knowledge into school subjects has proved to be a 
successful principle for the organisation of the secondary school curriculum in the past. It represents 
a particular way of organising discipline-oriented knowledge for the school system with well-defined 
boundaries and priorities (Goodson, 1993). Research has shown that many teachers and 
administrators are committed to maintaining existing subject boundaries (Ritchie, Mackay, & Rigano, 
2006), meaning any change to existing subject departments in a school can be fraught with difficulty. 
The recent Queensland curriculum changes have required some subject departments in schools to 
change their department organisation, including who is allocated the role of a Head of Department 
(HoD) and what school subjects are in a department. Many Home Economics teachers have been 
affected by the reorganisation, and as a result, now teach in larger, more complex departments that 
may be organised and operate quite differently from what the teachers had previously experienced 
(Brooker, 2002). The following section describes the evolution of Home Economics in Queensland, 
the different ways curriculum change can be implemented and a discussion of teacher resistance to 
curriculum change. 
2.1.2 Queensland Home Economics Curriculum  
Early Queensland education included school subjects such as Needlecraft, Cookery, 
Household Skills and Child Care which were taught to girls to prepare them for their future roles as 
wives and mothers (Burke & Pendergast, 1994; Williams, 1994).  The school subject Domestic 
Science or Home Science introduced in Queensland in 1913 grouped all of these types of subjects 
into one area of study. Although the Home Science curriculum was developed as a course that would 
provide a scientific understanding in the elements of household science and hygiene and domestic 
science training to girls, it was still considered a practical skills subject with a manual or vocational 
link. By 1945, Home Science was offered to all students in secondary education (The Home 
Economics Centenary Committee, date unknown); however, very few boys elected to study Home 
Science, resulting in student uptake remaining predominantly female, a trend that continues today. 
It was not until 1972, when the Queensland curriculum underwent major changes that the subject 
Home Economics was introduced to schools. Home Economics was based on the American discipline 
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area of the same name. It combined all previous school subjects related to Home Science and placed 
them under new organising categories, namely human development relations, housing, food and 
nutrition, and textiles and clothing. The American approach focused Home Economics on 
management and family issues (Burke & Pendergast, 1994; Williams, 1994) and endeavoured to add 
academic rigor to the teaching of knowledge, dispositions and skills associated with the home and 
family, as well as including an interdisciplinary approach to teaching Home Economics (Pendergast, 
1996). This new subject required teachers to plan for and implement considerable changes in 
department and classroom curriculum (Pendergast, 1996). In-servicing for teachers was voluntary 
and carried out on weekends. Burke and Pendergast (1994) have suggested that the many variations 
of Home Economics that exist in schools today are a result of teachers who were themselves taught 
by one or the other of the Home Science and Home Economics approaches. A Home Economics 
syllabus was developed by the Board of Secondary School Studies in 1987. Schools could elect to 
follow the syllabus or devise their own subjects which reflected components of Home Economics 
(HEIA, 2000). As a result there was no monitoring of Home Economics in Years 8, 9 and 10 in 
Queensland schools. In contrast, senior Home Economics (Years 11 and 12) was controlled by the 
State Educational Authority and had rigorous syllabus and assessment requirements monitored by 
the Queensland senior school moderation model. 
 Prior to the Key Learning Area (KLA) curriculum change in the 1990s, Home Economics 
existed in most schools as an identifiable subject, with a separate subject department and 
recognized vocational components. Junior Home Economics curriculum was planned at a 
department and classroom level with little control or monitoring at a state level. Senior Home 
Economics on the other hand had a detailed senior syllabus and was monitored the same as all other 
senior subjects. 
2.1.3 Home Economics in the Queensland School Curriculum Since 2007 
In anticipation of the Australian Curriculum (AC) requirements (ACARA, 2013), the 
Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) (QSA, 2009) introduced a major State curriculum change for 
Years 1 to 9 called the Queensland Curriculum Assessment and Reporting (QCAR) framework. Prior 
to this, the Years 1 to 9 curriculum had been the KLAs. The QCAR framework utilised some of the 
resources developed for the KLA curriculum and provided substantial curriculum and on-line 
resources for a number of school subjects, however, Home Economics was not one of these. Instead, 
the KLA curriculum identified Home Economics as a specialist subject area and the content, key 
knowledge, facts, procedures and ways of working previous covered in Home Economics were split 
between three KLA areas: Technology, Health and Physical Education (HPE); and Studies of Society 
(SOSE) (QSA, 2002). Since 1998, schools have received little advice as to where and how Home 
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Economics should to be included in their school curriculum. Over this time, the Queensland senior 
secondary years have remained basically unchanged and continued to use a moderation model 
based on a system of school-based assessment.  
A Home Economics subject area syllabus for Years 8 to 10 was developed and published two 
years after the syllabi for the KLA areas (QSA, 2005). This syllabus document compiled the Home 
Economics aspects taught in Technology, HPE and SOSE and included additional Home Economics 
subject specific content, key knowledge, facts, procedures and ways of working (QSA, 2005; QSA, 
2002). The KLA syllabus provided some direction for teachers and schools about Home Economics. 
However, Home Economics was considered a subject area and as such was not essential in a school 
curriculum. There was no clear instruction to schools about how they were to include Home 
Economics in their curriculum. As a result, schools autonomously decided the shape of Home 
Economics in their school.  
The implications of this lack of recognition as a curriculum area for Home Economics were 
dramatic and resulted in significant variance in subject content, knowledge and procedures between 
schools. Consequently there were significant changes to the working environments of some Home 
Economics teachers, and very little change for others. In addition, for many Home Economics 
teachers, their department structure changed from Home Economics subject-based departments to 
larger subject groupings, as unrelated school subject areas were merged into what Brooker (2002) 
described as amalgams of knowledge. In addition, what Home Economics teachers considered 
traditional content and knowledge areas taught in the subject such as food science, nutrition and 
relationships were no longer taught by Home Economics teachers as other school subjects such HPE 
and Science subsumed these knowledge areas into their curriculum, a phenomenon Williams (1994) 
described as pilfering. This refiguring of subjects has challenged the existence of Home Economics in 
schools, as it has become increasingly difficult to justify a place in the school curriculum as key 
knowledge specific to Home Economics has been drastically altered or removed altogether.   
A further curriculum change includes Essential Learnings (ELs), standards, an on-line 
assessment bank, Queensland Comparable Assessment Tasks (QCATs) and guidelines for reporting. 
Initial implementation of the QCAR framework in schools was supported by substantial on-line 
curriculum guides and directives, as well as teacher support material (QSA, 2009). The ELs are 
comprised of the core elements that need to be achieved by every student by the end of years 3, 5, 
7 and 9. These ELs include the key knowledge, facts, procedures and ways of working for a particular 
area of study. The QCAR framework is different from the previous KLA curriculum model, as it 
includes a change in assessment from OBE back to Standards-based assessment. One similarity with 
the KLAs has been the retention of most school subject groupings formed in the KLA framework. 
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These closely align with traditional subject discipline areas for subjects such as English, Mathematics 
and Science. The place of Home Economics in subject groupings under the KLA is not clear and there 
continues to be little direction and clarity in formal curriculum about Home Economics in the QCAR 
framework.  
The senior Home Economics program has a syllabus and is controlled and monitored by the 
Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) school moderation model, unlike the Years 7 to 9 QCAR 
curriculums that provided no information or direction for Home Economics. The Queensland senior 
school moderation model acts as quality assurance to ensure consistency in standards and 
comparability of a diverse range of assessments (Adie, 2010; Maxwell, 2001). It relies on teacher 
judgement of their students’ performance as evidence of their learning. Senior classroom teachers 
must work with QSA approved school programs written by teachers based on the QSA curriculum 
documents for specific subjects. The QSA approved programs specify what is taught and give general 
descriptions of assessment. However, the school is responsible for developing the assessment 
instruments and implementing them. Teachers mark student work against teacher nominated pre-
determined descriptive standards of performance. All student assessment work and responses, 
marking sheets plus other contextual information including detailed photographs and written 
evaluations of practical work completed over the two or three years of a student’s senior schooling 
are compiled into a student folio. The teacher must select samples of student folios from across the 
range of standards and these folios are forwarded to the district review panel.  
Senior Home Economics in Queensland secondary schools is included as an Overall Position 
(OP) subject and students are assessed using the moderation process (QSA, 2014). The QSA school 
moderation model is comprised of two levels, the district review panel and the state review panel, 
both of whom are vital for the success of the moderation model. The district review panel is 
comprised of experienced and proficient volunteer teachers who work in a region. They have the 
task of examining samples of students' folios submitted by schools in their region looking for 
evidence to verify teacher judgements of student work. The district review panel is headed by the 
district panel chairperson, who is responsible for coordinating the regional panel. Regional panels 
meet twice a year, once early in the year for moderation of Year 11 work from the previous year and 
in October where verification occurs for the graduating Year 12 students. Regional panel chairs 
communicate and negotiate with schools about the outcomes of the review process on students’ 
performances. In addition, panel members are required to make judgements as to the validity of the 
assessment tasks used by individual teachers to ensure tasks are of sufficient complexity and 
content to assess what is stated in the subject syllabus. Student folios from each school are 
distributed to individual panel members, who receive a number of school folio submissions a few 
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weeks prior to the scheduled regional panel meeting. Independently panel members are required to 
systematically review the student folios and assessment items for appropriate standards. This 
process is followed by regional review panel meetings where a second and possibly a third teacher 
reviews the student’s work and decisions are made regarding the appropriateness of the results 
given by the classroom teacher. There is no attempt to hide the school or student names from panel 
members when reviewing a school submission. Nor is there any prerequisite testing or substantial 
evaluation of panel members to ensure they are experienced, proficient non-biased professionals. 
The overseeing body in this process is the state review panel that are also responsible for the 
approval of school work programs, state sampling of student folios to ensure consistency, and issue 
resolution between regional panels and schools. The state panel is comprised of the district panel 
chairs and other nominated members. Among their responsibilities, the state panel is responsible for 
the review and approval of new school developed Home Economics programs written to meet the 
needs of the QSA Home Economics syllabus document. The state panel chairperson has a similar role 
to that of the district panel chairperson but on a far broader scale. The moderation process is 
overseen in Queensland by the QSA. The newest syllabus for Home Economics was released at the 
end of 2010, after Phase 1 of the current research, and before Phase 2 of the research. This change 
in curriculum is mentioned here as it is reflected in the data collected in the research. 
2.2 Curriculum Change 
Curriculum change has been described as the reality of teachers’ lives (Fullan, 1993) and for 
Queensland teachers and this has most certainly been the case over the last few years. However, 
there is no agreed on successful method of implementing changes to curriculum, and implementing 
change is not easy, as many attempts in the past have shown (Fullan, 1993; Fullan & Hargreaves, 
1992; Lieberman, Hargreaves, Fullan, & Hopkins, 2005; Sarason, 1996). The result of curriculum 
change has seen significant global variations in implementation methods including top-down 
approaches using mandates and testing, and bottom-up approaches through teacher-driven 
initiatives. Teacher involvement in curriculum change is essential, but, as Hasting and Squires (2002) 
point out, successful educational and curriculum reforms are difficult, particularly in established 
school cultures as teachers do not all respond to curriculum changes in the same way (Hargreaves, 
2005). In addition, measuring the success or otherwise of the implementation process of change also 
proves to be difficult (Marsh, 2004). In the past, some success in implementing new curriculum has 
been achieved using a bottom-up approach (Larson, 1992; Luke, Weir, & Woods, 2008) that has 
enabled those involved in the change to understand and be clear about what the change will involve 
and require.  
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A bottom-up approach describes curriculum changes that occur as incremental, and often 
voluntary. Such changes happen in response to teachers and schools making decisions as 
professional educators and responding to changing societal conditions by adapting practices to 
better meet their students’ needs. This approach to curriculum reform is teacher, school or student 
driven and the change proposals initiate from teachers, parents or students (Luke et al., 2008). Such 
an approach allows teachers to implement the proposed changes in their own time and with 
minimum impact to their existing practices. However, curriculum reform such as voluntary 
implementation of new proposals is time consuming and on the whole unpredictable in outcome 
(Larson, 1992). Many consider this approach fails to enable success across the educational sector, 
which is problematic for governments as large scale curriculum reform success is a significant 
requirement for those invested in implementing change (Larson, 1992). To ensure the achievement 
of desired government goals, recent major educational changes have been attempted through 
mandated policy at a governmental level using the top-down approach. 
A top-down implementation approach to curriculum change occurs when educational 
authorities produce policy mandates, which are considered to be enforced directives and are 
implemented using a range of incentives or accountability measures (Larson, 1992). These generally 
occur when a school system, state or federal body decides on significant changes for all the schools 
in their control. Mandated educational curriculum content can vary from heavily monitored, detailed 
descriptors covering every aspect of the student and teacher learning experience, to broad sweeping 
statements open to various interpretations. A top-down implementation is an authoritarian 
approach to education curriculum. Although change can be mandated or demanded, according to 
some, it may not be successful in the long term (Dinham, 2007). An example of the lack of success 
for the authoritarian mandated approach was demonstrated by the 1983 English National 
Curriculum Innovation (Fullan, 1986; Helsby, 1999). Problems identified with this approach included 
teacher resistance to change (Fullan, 2001; Knight, 2009), lack of ownership and commitment to the 
changes by teachers, lack of clarity of the nature of the reforms (Fullan, 2007), and lack of shared 
meanings (Fullan, 1986). The top-down approach generally does not allow for teacher or student 
input into the decisions being made. Some teacher input may have occurred through representation 
on policy making teams via unions or a privileged few having some say; however, the opinions of 
those directly affected by the policy such as school communities, Principals, teachers, parents and 
students are not often heard (Bowe, Ball, & Gold, 1992). There are some researchers, however, who 
have identified that not all mandated curriculum reduced teacher agency. For example, Apple (2000) 
described a dual side to mandated curriculum where, although it may have initially appeared that 
teachers were disempowered as curriculum decisions had been removed from their control, in fact, 
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this process enabled teachers to gain control in other areas such as classroom management. As a 
result their agency improved over time, particularly for early career teachers who were attempting 
to establish themselves in a classroom.  
Regardless of past failures, and the few favourable features identified by some researchers 
of a top-down approach to curriculum change, current governments have not been deterred from 
continuing the push for major educational and curriculum reforms using mandated policy and a 
heavily monitored top-down approach, an example being the current AC (Briant & Doherty, 2012). 
However, in Queensland, the implementation of the AC has varied across sectors. For example, in 
the state sector, Education Queensland has interpreted the AC, developed curricula, and mandated 
these changes; whereas the independent sector has generally followed a model where individual 
schools interpret and implement the AC and make school based adjustments that may not fully align 
with those in the state sector. It is not known at the time of writing this thesis what affect these 
different approaches have on teachers’ agency in adopting curriculum change. 
Various studies looking at curriculum change have highlighted the need to be aware of a 
number of factors when planning for and implementing curriculum change. These include 
anticipating and preparing for the impact the proposed curriculum changes will have on all involved, 
including consideration of what consequences may result from the curriculum change (Fullan, 1993, 
2007; Datnow, 1995; Sarason, 1996). Addressing these concerns may require realistic resource 
allocation for the process of change to occur including adequate time for implementation. In 
addition, there needs to be clear communication with all stake-holders through shared 
understandings about the purpose and intended outcomes of the curriculum change. Priestley 
(2011) identified that sustained curriculum change in schools can be largely directed by strong 
school leadership, as long as administration provides both the impetus and the support. The process 
adopted by administration has direct effects on how teachers then manage the change. Priestley’s 
(2001) study identified that, If teachers are included in the process and the school community and 
draw on the cultural resources of collegial and HOD support during the time of change, teachers’ 
agency in relation to change can be enhanced. A critical aspect of enhancing agency is through 
clarifying communication for teachers’ professional learning (Dinham, 2007) and Professional 
Development (PD) and includes providing opportunity for teachers to engage with peers and 
knowledgeable others to implement the changes. Finally, there needs to be effective and 
appropriate leadership at the school level (Dinham, 2007; Fullan, 2007; Luke et al., 2008; Marsh, 
2004). The consequence of poorly implemented curriculum change is teacher resistance.   
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2.2.1 Resistance to change 
Resistance to change can sabotage any planned large scale curriculum reform (Fullan, 2001; 
Knight, 2009). In Australia’s complex educational system which comprises multiple players, there is a 
likelihood of some resistance to change by teachers. Teacher resistance to educational and 
curriculum change has been identified by a number of researchers as resulting from or caused by a 
range of factors that include: gender politics (Hubbard & Datnow, 2000); disrespectful and dismissive 
treatment of teachers who are seen as the instruments or targets in the reform process (Elmore, 
1987); the counterproductive efforts of controlling Principals (Blasé & Blasé, 1997), cultural 
individualism (Hargreaves, 1990) and finally what has been identified by Gitlin and Marganis (1995) 
as the good sense of teachers. Resistance to change can stall or derail the planned change process. 
In addition, Goodson, Moore, and Hargreaves (2006) have identified a teacher’s biological age and 
stage in their teacher life cycle can affect teacher resistance to change. It is ,therefore, vital that the 
approaches used to change curriculum consider teachers’ responses to the intended changes. The 
process of change is difficult and according to Fullan (1993) needs to be considered as ‘an 
overlapping series of dynamically complex phenomena’ (p. 21). Hasting and Squires (2002) postulate 
that any attempts at changing cultural practices results in resistance because ‘cultures, by their 
nature, tend to be conservative and self-preserving because most want to stay with what is ‘familiar 
identity’ (p. 74). Teacher resistance to curriculum change can be exhibited in many forms, and 
resistance itself is not all negative. The act of resistance may enable the teacher to retain some 
control of their work life, even if that action is not the desired action of the authority mandating the 
changes.  
 
Research by Measor and Sikes (1992), Datnow (1995), and Apple and Jungck (1990) on 
teacher resistance to curriculum change identified that teachers can and do resist change by 
exercising agency to prevent curriculum change. Sonu (2012) identify resistance can take a number 
of forms such as acting out against expected behaviours; going behind the backs of the dominant 
people in their schools; using disguise, deception and indirections, or necessary pedagogical tactics 
Priestly (2011) found that teachers’ agency can be diminished through their opposition to change. In 
this study, the teacher, Jock, was overlooked for promotion and became relatively marginalised as a 
teacher due to his strong stance against change. Apple and Jungck (1990) described another kind of 
resistance in, rather than actively resisting change, the teachers do nothing. Doing nothing is ‘a form 
of action itself’ (p. 39), although Apple and Jungck (1990) do acknowledge doing nothing can result 
from both choosing to do nothing as a course of action (passive agency) or simply doing nothing 
because of lack of interest or motivation. 
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Appropriate allocation of the time required for successful implementation of new curriculum 
has been problematic for teachers in Queensland. The rates of curriculum and school change that 
have been required in some schools have not allowed teachers’ time for acceptance of the changes 
and successful implementation before the next change is mandated. Educational change takes time 
(Hargreaves 2005). The method of implementation affects teacher engagement with change, as well 
as the success or otherwise of the change. Teachers’ resistance to change, whether to cause 
curriculum change or prevent curriculum change, was a focus in the current research. The current 
research explored teacher perceptions of their actions when they visualised a desired curriculum 
outcome, planned for and implemented their plans to achieve the outcome, reacted to and adjusted 
their plans, and then reflected on the outcome. This combination of intention and action that can 
result in making things happen (Cochran, 1997) has been identified as teacher agency. Teacher 
agency is the professional manifestation of human agency, which is located within the social 
cognitive theory. The following section will discuss the social cognitive theory and the role of teacher 
agency. 
2.3 Social Cognitive Theory  
Advocates of the Social cognitive theory assert that individuals will choose actions and 
behaviours based on their thoughts, goals, beliefs and values (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008). The 
Social constructivism theory places emphasis on the importance of the individual being actively 
involved in the process where they construct their own understandings, and do not simply mirror 
and reflect what they read or are told. Instead, individuals look for meaning and will try to find 
regularity and order in the events of their world, even in the absence of full or complete 
information. As a result ‘people can effect change in themselves and their situations through their 
own efforts’ (Bandura, 1989, p. 1175).  
Social cognitive theory advocates maintain that human behaviour is determined by many 
interacting factors that include aspects of the behaviourist theoretical orientation such as 
psychological conditioning and modelling, and significant cognitive aspects such as self-efficacy and 
agency and motivation (Bandura, 1997a; Weiten, 2004). Self-efficacy functions as an important 
influence of human motivation, and action. It operates on teacher actions through motivational, 
cognitive, and affective intervening processes (Bandura, 1989). Agency is the act of trying to control 
or influence an event or circumstance in a person’s life. Sustaining motivation is strongly dependent 
on the individual’s confidence in his or her potential. These feelings of competence and belief in 
one’s potential to solve new problems are derived from first-hand experience of the mastery of 
problems in the past, and are much more powerful than any external acknowledgment and 
motivation (von Glasersfeld, 1995). 
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Social cognitive theory is an expansion on a number of behavioural theories, particularly the 
work of Miller and Dollard (1941) on imitation and modelling (Schunk et al., 2008). The behavioural 
theories of earlier researchers offered only partial explanations to human behaviour, as these 
theories lacked the social models that were observed as influential in many studies of human 
behaviour (Schunk et al., 2008). In response to these perceived limitations, the early work of 
researchers such as Albert Bandura led to the development of social learning theory which included 
social factors into behavioural theories (Woolfolk, 2001). Social learning theory was considerably 
modified by Bandura in his latter studies where he focused on cognitive factors such as beliefs, self-
perceptions and expectations (Woolfolk, 2001). From this work: Bandura (1977) generated social 
cognitive theory, which distinguishes between enactive and vicarious learning. Social cognitive 
theory describes enactive learning as learning by doing and experiencing the consequences of your 
actions, while consequences provide information on which to make decisions. People interpret the 
consequences and create expectations, which influence motivation and shape beliefs. Vicarious 
learning is learning that occurs by observing significant others. One of the key assumptions in social 
cognitive theory is that personal, behavioural and environmental factors all interact and are 
influenced by each other.  
Underpinning social cognitive theory is the assumption that ‘people are self-organising, 
proactive, self-reflecting, and self-regulating, not just reactive organisms shaped and shepherded by 
external events’ (Bandura, 1999, p. 154). This understanding describes people as being shaped by 
their environment and reciprocally, shaping the environment in which they live (Bandura, 2006; 
Weiten, 2004). The relationship between the person and their environment is described as 
reciprocal determinism, where the environment determines behaviour; however, behaviour also 
determines the environment, meaning people can and do deliberately act to alter their 
environment, with the environment in turn altering people. Moreover, personal factors embedded 
within cognitive structures such as beliefs and expectations, determine and are determined by both 
behaviour and the environment (Weiten, 2004). According to this theory, behaviour is likewise 
affected by a person’s environment which manifests in how agency is exercised and experienced, 
this is the basis of agentic theory.  
2.4 Agentic Theory 
In agentic theory (Bandura, 1997a) people will try to control the events that occur in their lives 
by exerting influence over the things they believe they can influence in an effort to achieve their 
desired futures and prevent undesired ones. Bandura’s concept of agency is the act of trying to 
control or influence an event or circumstance in a person’s life. It is exercised in an effort to achieve 
a desired outcome and to control uncertainty because people find uncertainty in important matters 
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highly unsettling, while predictability in events allows people to prepare and plan (Bandura, 1997a). 
Alternative understandings of agency include an ecological understanding which considers ‘actors 
acting by-means-of-an-environment rather than simply in an environment’; as well as ‘actors acting 
by-means-of-an-environment rather than simply in an environment’ (Biesta & Tedder, 2006, p. 19). 
This approach did not adequately address the research questions as the research was exploring 
individual perceptions rather than the actual transaction that occurred, therefore, Bandura’s 
approach was applicable. As Bandura (1997a) states, ‘*t]he inability to exert influence over things 
that adversely affect one’s life breeds apprehension, apathy or despair’ (p. 2). For most people 
uncertainty in matters that are considered important such as mandated curriculum change for a 
teacher, generally cause stress and concern. In contrast to this, events or occurrences that are 
predicable allow people time to prepare and organise as well as adapt. When people try and shape 
their work place, home or community into their liking by action, this is identified as agency (Bandura, 
2001). Teachers exercise agency in their workplace when they attempt to influence or control 
aspects of curriculum change in their schools. 
2.4.1Teacher Agency 
Teacher agency occurs when teachers consciously and deliberately plan for action, visualise 
potential outcomes, implement the planned actions and act intentionally and adjust as necessary 
followed by reflection on what has happened. These actions of agency are achieved while teachers 
work within the constraints of their everyday working situations (Bandura, 1997a, 2002; Lasky, 2005; 
Marsh et al., 2008). The constraints include mandated curriculum changes at federal, state or school 
level, where decisions about curriculum are made by others and teachers respond to the mandated 
decisions. Other constraints vary between individual teachers and their schools. Because of its 
complex nature agency is an aspect of a teacher that is hard to identify, but can be recognised 
because it will be experienced as ‘an internal, embodied feeling, a self-consciousness, or a will to act’ 
(Danielewicz, 2001, p. 163). Olveira (2012) suggests agency should not be discussed in terms of high, 
low or no agency, as agency should not be measured in quantity. Rather, ‘researchers should focus 
on delineating different kinds of agency, or different ways in which agency is’ (p. 571). The suggested 
types of agency include oppositional and pedagogical agency (Olveira, 2012), as well as complicit and 
linguistic agency (Ahearn, 2001). For this study, it was pertinent to use both approaches to attempt 
to identify the level of agency, as well as the kinds of agency, discussed by participants. In addition, 
this study attempted to identify some of the major components, cognitive mechanisms or variables 
of the construct of agency, which include efficacy, motivation, beliefs (including self-belief), 
outcomes expectations and skills. Each of these components affect the way a teacher will respond 
when change occurs in their working environment.  
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A teacher’s professional role requires them to engage with curriculum. Teachers traditionally 
have been required to develop, change and modify curricula for their classroom, department and 
school. The national and state curriculum change initiatives that have occurred over the last 15 years 
have significantly impacted teachers’ working lives and have accelerated the need for curriculum 
engagement. Many of the major curriculum decisions have been taken away from the teacher by 
specifying curriculum (Luke et al, 2008). In addition, many of the mandated changes have 
contributed to uncertainty in the work-place for many teachers. Teachers have needed to exercise 
agency during this period of significant curriculum change. Without agency teachers would have 
little control or influence over a significant part of their professional lives, namely their classroom, 
department and school curriculum. By being agentic, teachers change their environments which, in 
turn, change the teachers. Teachers can be both the subject and the agent of change (Measor & 
Sikes, 1992), as a result both will be made different. The following section describes self-efficacy 
with particular reference to teachers’ agency. 
2.4.2 Self-Efficacy and Agency  
Self-efficacy is a person’s belief in their capacity to exercise some measure of control over their 
own functioning and environmental events (Bandura, 1991, 1997a, 2001). Teacher efficacy is when 
the teacher is of the opinion that control is possible and their actions may likely be effective and 
produce desired or planned outcomes. Central to the concept of agency is that teachers make 
judgments about their own capabilities to be effective in making change (Bandura, 1997a, 1997b). 
This is efficacy. High efficacy results in teachers continuing to work toward controlling curriculum 
change in their school by exercising agency. When teachers do exercise agency they will be seen to 
persevere, adjusting their actions as they progress. Low efficacy on the other hand would be 
characteristic of people who believe they cannot perform certain tasks or influence outcomes and 
therefore will not attempt them, or if they do, will not persist. Concerns with low efficacy include 
diminished perceived self-efficacy, which can lead to erratic analytical thinking (Bandura, 1991). 
Success or failure of actions taken by teachers affects their future self-efficacy. Bandura (1989) 
stated self-efficacy beliefs affect people’s thought patterns and can be ‘self-aiding or self-hindering’ 
(p. 1175). Further, Bandura (1986) highlighted the detrimental outcomes that low efficacy can have 
on teachers. He stated: 
People are inclined to become anxious then they perceive themselves as unable to 
manage aversive events. They are likely to become depressed when they perceive 
themselves as unable to prevent an important loss or to gain what they value 
highly. Because losses of what one values highly often produces aversive outcomes 
as well, perceived self-inefficacy is usually both distressing and depressing (p. 159). 
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Like Bandura, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) argue that efficacy beliefs influence what people attempt 
and their work-related performance. Perceived self-efficacy ‘… significantly contributes to levels of 
motivation and to performance accomplishments’ (Bandura, 1991, p. 159). Efficacy influences 
aspirations, goal setting, outcomes expectations, effort, how failure and setbacks are dealt with, and 
receptiveness to change or innovation (Bandura, 1997b). Strong efficacy reduces vulnerability to 
stress and depression and strengthens resilience to problems (Bandura, 2001), whereas weak 
efficacy provides little incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties.  
There has been significant research into teacher efficacy and student efficacy in the classroom 
(Cheung, 2008; Tangen, 2007); however, there has been little research on teacher agency and 
curriculum change or relatively little research done in the area of efficacy and Home Economics. One 
study by Mumaw, Sugawara, and Pestle (1995) explored how developing global teacher resources 
enhanced teacher efficacy. The study reported findings from a questionnaire of 78 Home Economics 
teachers in Florida comparing the effects of efficacy against past experiences in relation to teachers’ 
attitudes and practices for global teaching. Findings indicated that efficacy variables were more 
significant than past experience. Robinson and Gorrel (1994) also explored Home Economics 
teachers’ efficacy. Their study was focused on teacher efficacy during the implementation of a new 
curriculum model. Findings from this study indicated that teachers demonstrated a willingness to 
implement change even when feeling uncomfortable with the proposed methodology for change. 
McCormick, Ayres, and Beechey (2006), found that stress as the result of curriculum change can be 
reduced when teachers are kept informed about the nature of the change to occur. These studies on 
teacher efficacy were all done using a quantitative teacher efficacy questionnaire. The current study 
departs from this approach by studying Home Economics teachers’ efficacy from a qualitative 
approach. Such an approach has not been used before. 
 Wheatley (2002) highlights some potential benefits associated with teachers’ efficacy doubts 
during educational reforms, such as encouraging teacher reflection and collaboration, and may also 
contribute to preventing burn-out. Wheatley (2002) also suggests that doubt may cause a lack of 
teacher action to a reform. Such lack of action may reveal flaws in the reform structure and/or 
prevent these changes from becoming rigid systems. In this way teachers’ negative reactions to 
change can provide helpful information to the reformers, if it can be identified such as in the case of 
this study.  
Self-efficacy was not considered as separate from agency in this study, rather it was considered 
imbedded in agency. It was identified when teachers described their personal beliefs of how 
successful they had been or could be if they wanted to influence curriculum, how much effort they 
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exerted attempting to achieve their goals, how long they persevered and how they reacted to 
obstacles they encountered.  
2.4.3 Core properties of teacher agency 
 In order to explore teachers’ perceptions of their agency in relation to curriculum change, it 
was important to understand the core properties of agency as identified by Bandura (1999), and the 
factors that impact agency more fully. The following section begins by describing the core properties 
of agency as posited by Bandura (2001) and the causal factors of agency (Bandura, 1999). These two 
elements related were the basis for the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts 
(TRFCAC) model devised for the current research. 
The four core properties of teacher agency developed by Bandura (1991) include 
intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001; Marsh et al., 
2008). Each core property identifies particular actions taken when teachers enact agency. For 
example, when applied to teacher agency during curriculum change, intentionality would be 
demonstrated when teachers form intentions for how they will change current curriculum at school 
and classroom level and work toward realising these plans. For example, in preparing for curriculum 
change a teacher might request dedicated planning time from the principal or Head of School to 
make changes to their curriculum. Forethought would be demonstrated when teachers visualise 
successful futures and work toward them. Included in forethought is the ability to use anticipated 
outcomes to guide and influence current activities to promote purposeful and foresightful behaviour 
by providing direction, coherence and meaning to the teacher’s professional life, contributing to 
them becoming proactive. The third core property is self-reactiveness, sees teachers reacting to and 
altering plans as they respond to changes in their environment, this stage would include the self-
regulation of their actions. For example, a teacher may change their behaviour and actions to 
systematically work towards achieving the planned goals for change. The final core property, self-
reflectiveness, would occur when teachers progressively self-examined their actions and reflected 
on their success or lack of success.  Self-reactiveness also involves self-regulation by making choices 
and planning actions, as well as changing plans and actions if necessary, while maintaining 
motivation in situ, that is, as the planned for action is being enacted. In self-reflectiveness, teachers 
are able to describe or identify themselves as making changes. Self-regulation is an important 
component of self-reflectiveness, intrinsically linked to teacher agency. Self-regulation is the process 
whereby teachers initiate and continue thinking, behaviours and actions directed towards 
systematically achieving planned goals (Schunk et al., 2008). Self-regulation is evident in the actions 
of self-observation such as monitoring, self-judgement (comparing of current performance) and self-
reaction (Bandura, 1986, Schunk et al., 2008). Self-reflectiveness would be demonstrated in 
curriculum change when teachers progressively self-examine their own functioning, reflect on their 
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personal efficacy and the soundness of their thoughts and actions, and are able to make corrective 
adjustments when necessary. Figure 2.1 illustrates the dynamic interaction of these four core 
properties of agency. 
 
Figure 2.1  
Core properties of agency  
 
The four core properties of agency enable actions to be taken by teachers during curriculum 
change. Changes to actions are a result of changes in the environment that teachers work in, as well 
as changes in themselves. These changes are best identified in the Triadic Reciprocal Causation 
Model which recognises a reciprocal relationship between all the influences on agency. 
2.4.4 Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model (TRCM) 
A key organising factor of teacher agency in the current research draws on the Triadic 
Reciprocal Causation Model (Bandura, 1999). This model provides a framework structuring individual 
perceptions of influences on peoples’ capacity to exercise human agency (Figure 2.2). There is a 
triadic interrelated connection between the cognitive determinants of a person, their behavioural 
determinants and the environment determinants in which they live and work. The interrelationship 
is constantly changing, and varying in pressure. The TRCM recognises that contextual factors within 
determinants will influence people differently according to individual interpretations of the contexts 
(Bandura, 1999). Anything that changes these contexts will be significant in how it impacts on 
teacher agency. ‘Causation’, when used in the context of the model, refers to a functional 
dependence between events that occur in any of the identified areas within the model (Bandura, 
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1997). The three sets of interacting determinants are not of equal strength in influence, nor are they 
constant over time or place. In addition, there is a time lag between the interference of the 
determinant and the possible felt effect (Bandura, 1997). This time lag can result in the contextual 
factors that initially caused the effects being in the past and therefore not linked to the current 
issues. Below is a depiction of the Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model. The three determinants are 
described further in Section 2.7. 
 
Figure 2.2  
 Bandura’s Triadic Reciprocal  
 
Reference: (Pulkkinen, 2003) 
 
In relation to the model above, the personal determinants significant to teacher agency in 
this study included gender, teacher identity, past history of teaching Home Economics, and stage in 
teacher life cycle. The second group are the Behavioural determinants which relate to how people or 
groups of people learn and respond. Behavioural determinants have been identified by Schunk et al. 
(2008) to be very closely linked to the other two broad determinants, particularly cognitive 
determinants. Behavioural determinants include the effects of teacher modelling behaviour (or 
observing other teachers’ behaviour), collegiality of teachers and other stakeholders involved in 
curriculum change, and coping strategies of teachers to manage change. The third determinant 
comprises the environment external to the individual. The environmental determinant is by far the 
largest of the determinants in terms of individually identifiable factors, which include the influence 
of school administration, the structural and functional changes of school departments and the 
changing roles of HoDs however, as identified above, determinants are not of equal strength and will 
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vary over time and place, therefore, although there appears to be more environmental factors, their 
influence is no more or less that the other two determinants. These three determinants will be 
discussed in greater detail in the following sections.  
2.5 Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts (TRFCAC) 
Model  
The researcher combined two of Albert Bandura’s conceptual frameworks, namely the 
Triadic Reciprocality Causation Model (Bandura, 1999) and the core properties of the agency model 
(Bandura, 2001), described above, to produce a new model: the Triadic Reciprocality Framework 
Core Agency Concepts Model (TRFCAC). Combining the model was done because each of the two 
models separately did not adequately address the purpose of the research. This new model enabled 
the researcher to identify and describe the construct teacher agency as it was identified to have 
occurred in any of the four core concepts of agency: intentionality; forethought; self-reactiveness; 
and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001) for Home Economics teachers coping with curriculum 
change. These core concepts were placed within the Triadic Reciprocal Causation model which 
provided a rich contextual element to understanding teachers’ agency through the determinants: 
personal, behavioural and environmental. The researcher was thus able to explore the affects each 
of the causal determinants had on the different aspects of the core concepts of agency. Figure 2.3 
provides a visual representation of the TRFCAC model used in the research. 
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Figure 2.3  
Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concept Model (TRFCAC) 
 
 
 
To understand how these two elements worked together in the current research, the following 
section explores the determinants in detail, beginning with personal determinants. 
2.6 Personal Determinants of Agency  
 Personal determinants are the features of a teacher that are unique to them. The personal 
determinants investigated in the current research include teacher’s gender (Acker, 1995; Datnow, 
2001), their teacher identity which incorporates their past history and chronological age (Goodson, 
Moore, & Hargreaves, 2006), their teacher life cycle stage (Sikes, Measor, & Woods, 1985), and 
finally their past and current experiences as a teacher (Goodson, 1985), with particular focus on the 
subjects they teach and the effect of subject status on teacher identity. The effects of the personal 
determinants on teacher agency are closely intertwined with other determinants. As Bandura 
(1997a) asserts, and Schunk et al. (2008) concur, ‘causation’ describes functional dependence 
between events that occur in any of the identified areas and the interrelatedness of the 
determinants mean they do not influence a teacher in isolation. Although single factors have been 
identified from the determinant and will be discussed in detail in the following section, it does not 
mean they operate in isolation. For example, the first factor to be discussed will be gender; this 
factor is very closely intertwined with past history including teacher life cycle and experiences of a 
35 
  
teacher, it is also closely intertwined with the behavioural and environmental determinant factors. 
For the purpose of this study, individual factors that relate to Home Economics teachers have been 
identified and discussed, but their interrelatedness too many other factors is acknowledged and 
where possible, identified. 
Teacher Gender   
 Gender has traditionally been an important factor in schools organisation, and regardless of 
the many attempts to remove its influence from schools, it stills continues to be. Research indicates 
that historically the culture of schools was male in structure, language and organisation and that 
schooling has always been differentiated by gender for both students and teachers (Ball, 1994; Bank, 
2007). Gender concepts including gender stereotyping were taught and reinforced by much school 
behaviour. Schools are attempting to address gender bias in schools including subject gender bias, 
however, gender bias in schools continues today.  
Teacher gender can be a factor in agency if teachers consider a specific gender, whether that 
is male or female, is a disadvantage and affects their agency and how they respond to educational 
change (Datnow & Castellano, 2001). For example, males traditionally make policy but in Home 
Economics it is mostly female teachers who enact those policies. Teacher gender affects Home 
Economics teacher agency in two identifiable ways: first, Home Economics still has a recognised 
problem in that it continues to retain traditional gender assumptions that portray it as a female area 
of study, regardless of the many attempts by teachers and organisations to change this assumption 
(Dewhurst & Pendergast, 2008). According to Attar (1990) and Dewhurst & Pendergast (2008), Home 
Economics has the widest gender differential of all subjects with the overwhelming majority of both 
students and teachers being female. The effect of a high female and low male uptake and 
concentration has contributed to what Dewhurst and Pendergast (2008) describe as ‘low status’ (p. 
67) for the subject in schools. In addition, being a female teaching in a low status subject, female 
gender biased subject further disadvantages female Home Economics teachers in schools; that is, 
the subject matter being taught is skewed towards perceived ‘female’ interests so is not highly 
regarded academically. Dewhurst and Pendergast (2008) have described Home Economics teachers 
as feeling isolated and disempowered in the battle for gender equality and equal rights in schools. It 
is posited in the current research that low status, isolation and disempowerment contribute to low 
teacher efficacy, which will affect teacher agency.  
Home Economics has traditionally had little status or power in schools. Winners in this 
debate have been teachers and subjects that have power over others. These privileged teachers and 
subjects have traditionally come from the perceived academic areas such as English, Mathematics 
and Science (Goodson, 1983). Subjects with less status and power will receive fewer resources and 
are, therefore, in a lower bargaining position in the school (Goodson, 1983). Power operates within 
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and through the dominant categories of curriculum, shaping (limiting) professional thinking, defining 
professional identities and positioning both knowledge and people in hierarchical relations within 
schools and wider societies (Dinham & Scott, 2002; Penney, 2006). Subjects that are perceived to be 
less academic, such as Home Economics, have less status and power (Goodson, 1987). The unequal 
distribution of power in schools and persistent perceptions of their low status is recognised by Home 
Economics teachers on a global scale (Dewhurst & Pendergast, 2008).  
Perceptions of Home Economics having lower status and power is not new, traditionally 
teachers have considered the school subject area lacked power and status (Williams, 1994). Belief 
that school and public perceptions place Home Economics at a low position in the school hierarchy 
may influence Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their teacher identity and affect their 
capacity to exercise agency to influence school and department curriculum.  
Sewell (1992) argues that the extent to which agency is exercised by individuals depends on 
their positions of power within collective organisations such as departments. In the past, Home 
Economics teachers at a department level have collectively attempted to improve the negative 
public perceptions and the subject position in schools. The current nature of teaching has isolated 
teachers in their classrooms, without a definite and identifiable common area or a collegial 
environment such as a department of like-minded people. There are few opportunities for teachers 
to disseminate ideas and influence peers (Ritchie et al., 2006), a factor that will inhibit collective 
agency. In the changing department organisational model when departments are amalgamated, 
Home Economics teachers may have little status, therefore little position, which could translate to 
low agency. In addition, if staffing changes have reduced or replaced the number of Home 
Economics teachers, this would also impact on the collective agency of Home Economics.  
Teacher Identity 
Understanding teacher identity and how educational change affects it is necessary when 
discussing teachers’ perceptions of agency during a time of curriculum change (Hargreaves, 2005). 
The construct of teacher identity has been well-researched over the last 20 years (Akkerman & 
Meijer, 2011), yet a clear definition of professional identity continues to be elusive (Beijaard, Meijer, 
& Verloop, 2004). Early research into identity indicated it was experienced as a linear progression 
moving from novice to expert. However, more recent approaches to identity have suggested it is an 
evolving complex concept with multi-dimensional aspects, it is unstable (Soler, Craft, & Burgess, 
2001) and context specific (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011; Flores & Day, 2006; Gee, 1990; Grossman & 
Stodolsky, 1995). Teacher identity and teacher agency have been identified to be closely interrelated 
(Lasky, 2005). Gee (1990) has described identity as: 
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the kind of person one is recognized as ‘being’ at a given time and place, can 
change from moment to moment in the interaction, can change from context 
to context, and of course can be ambiguous or unstable (p.99). 
Teacher identity is a complex and multifaceted construct, recognised as being influenced by a variety 
of contextual factors that are aspects of teachers’ lives such as teacher career stage as well as past 
and current experiences, political and social contexts, teacher relationships (Denzin, 1984) and 
teacher purpose (Cardelle-Elawa & Luisa Sanz de Acedo Lisarraga, 2010; Lasky, 2005). In addition, 
researchers have indicated that the subject speciality of teachers, their subject department in which 
they work, as well as their early professional development and past experiences (Lasky, 2005) also 
affect identity. As suggested above, teachers who teach in a low status subject are likely to identify 
themselves as professionals relative to whether or not they buy into this kind of rhetoric. In the 
current research, it is contended that identity, subject status and gender play a role in how power is 
used and abused during a time of curriculum change. Status contributes to ‘defining professional 
identities and positioning both knowledge and people in hierarchical relations within schools and 
wider society’ (Penney, 2006, p. 568).  
Teacher Life Cycle and career stage 
Individual teachers respond to curriculum change in different ways, and teachers’ career 
stage and chronological age have been identified as possible factors that affect how they respond 
(Hargreaves, 2005). Some researchers have identified teachers move through both life (Sheehy, 
1996) and their professional career in stages (Huberman, 1993; Sikes, Measor, & Woods, 1985). 
Findings of a number of researchers reflect Goodson’s (1985) understanding that teachers’ lives 
‘vary among different kinds of teachers and across different cultures and times’ (p. 967), while Acker 
(1995) specifically focused on women and found women’s careers in teaching are often different to 
men. For example, Acker’s research found that some women had different career pathways because 
of the break they had to have families, which resulted in their focus not being the same as men’s 
career pathway. 
Goodson, Moore, and Hargreaves (2006) proposed a generational understanding of teacher 
mission and purpose, where teachers are shaped by their generational understandings. Generational 
understandings contributed to later career teachers describing emotions of nostalgia. Hargreaves & 
Moore (2005) argue teachers carry generational understandings and  in turn, may charge them with 
a sense of purpose to protect their curriculum if they feel threatened by change. For example, 
Hargreaves (2005) identifies early career teachers as having five years or less of experience; and 
includes the late starters who may have begun teaching at an older age. Early career teachers are 
considered to be learning about their profession and people, establishing basic confidence in 
themselves and their abilities, as well as learning the basics of classroom requirements such as 
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student interaction and control. They have also been identified as experiencing either easy or painful 
beginnings (Huberman, 1993) which will influence their length of time in teaching and shape their 
teacher identity and agency. Hargreaves (2005) considered early career teachers to be ‘… more 
flexible, adaptable, accepting and even enthusiastic in its dealings with educational and other kinds 
of change’ (p. 849). 
Late career teachers were described to have been teaching for over 20 years and nearing 
retirement. Characteristics included a stronger sense of self, increased knowledge, more likely to 
question change but a lot more relaxed in their classroom. They were also considered to be losing 
energy and enthusiasm, withdrawing from the school environment aware of their impending 
retirement and requiring recognition for their contribution to schools, as well as resistant to change 
(Hargreaves, 2005) and often suffering from repetitive change syndrome (Abrahamson, 2004). For 
example, an individual who has many years of experience would have gone through some of the 
curriculum changes that have occurred with Home Economics in Queensland schools. Their 
approach to new changes would be different than someone who is relatively new to the field. 
Middle career teachers were placed in-between the early career and late career teachers. This group 
were described by Hargreaves (2005) as the most valuable, as they are able to balance their 
enthusiasm and energy level with experience and knowledge of teaching. Hargreaves (2005) study 
confirmed many of the findings in past studies of how age and career stages affected teachers’ 
responses to curriculum change. It was found that older teachers had more empathy toward 
younger colleagues, while younger teachers had very little empathy for late career stage teachers. 
This researcher argues generational understanding of teachers within their teaching stage has 
coloured much of the current thinking of many early and middle career teachers, administrators and 
policy makers. As a result, there are frequently negative misconceptions attached to teachers in 
their late career stages engaging with curriculum. An example of such misconceptions is where 
teachers in their later stage of their career are often considered the most resistant to change. 
2.7 Behavioural Determinants    
The second of the triadic reciprocal determinants are behavioural determinants. Behavioural 
determinants include psychological conditioning which when applied assumes people can be taught 
or trained to respond and think in certain situations which in turn determined how they act. It is 
achieved through reinforcement such as rewards and punishment or through teachers repeating 
required behaviours over and over until they became a ‘habit’. In addition, this determinant can be 
learnt through the environment in which the person works. For teachers, this is the school culture. 
This determinant includes many aspects of gender socialisation and appropriate ways of responding 
to authority figures. Modelling is an extension of psychological conditioning and is applied when 
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people learn to act (or not act) through watching others and modelling their behaviour on these 
observations. How well teachers manage change is dependent on how well they can manage 
themselves and the change process through their behaviour in a particular environment. This section 
begins with exploration of literature on modelling and vicarious learning, followed by discussion of 
the influence of workplace culture on teacher agency (collaboration and collegiality). 
Modelling and vicarious learning in school culture 
Modelling is a conscious act where teachers emulate or imitate the actions of others in an 
effort to achieve a planned result. The effects of behaviour modification have been described by 
Manz and Sims (1981, p. 105) in the following way:  
…individuals will tend to increase the frequency of behaviour that has resulted 
in positive consequences, and will decrease the frequency of behaviour that 
has resulted in negative consequences.  
Modelling is achieved through direct observational learning, instructional learning, symbolic 
modelling and mentoring. A person is not necessarily dependent on direct experiences of the 
behaviour to learn from it. Modelling as a source of learning in organisations comprises two types, 
firstly modelling through explicit training which is planned for and observable, and second, intrinsic 
modelling through day to day relationships (Manz & Sims, 1981). Modelling provides a form of 
vicarious learning where vicarious learning theory holds that individuals can learn by observing 
others and hence avoid making mistakes (Bandura, 1977; Manz & Sims, 1981). Manz and Sims (1981) 
argue that vicarious learning can affect observer behaviour in three ways. It can result in the learning 
of the behaviour by the observer; it can also result in a disinhibiting effect where the observer has 
learnt not to do the behaviour because of the undesirable consequences. The third manifestation is 
described as a behavioural facilitation effect, where the model acts as cue to an observer to begin a 
previously learned behaviour.  
Modelling requires personable models. Both Bandura (1977) and Manz and Sims (1981) 
strongly suggest vicarious learning is affected by the nature of the model, and models who don’t 
have interpersonal attraction ‘are generally rejected or ignored’ (Manz & Sims, 1981, p. 24). Credible 
models are people who are perceived by the observer to be successful and able to exert greater 
influence. The presence of multiple models is also suggested to improve vicarious learning. In the 
current research, Home Economics teachers who have many years of experience in the field can be 
seen as models for newer teachers. If they have been through previous curriculum changes, they can 
draw on these experiences and pass their knowledge on. Vicarious learning achieved through 
observation can result in teachers learning the components involved in the successful curriculum 
change. It also can enable teachers to predict the likely consequences for specific behaviours and 
improve predictions of likely outcomes. In addition, Bandura (1977) indicates that vicarious learning 
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is a major means by which individuals can change their self-efficacy expectations. Manz and Sims 
(1981) also point out that vicarious learning may develop fears and avoidance patterns in some 
teachers. This possible outcome of vicarious learning has the potential to inhibit teachers working 
toward curriculum change. 
 
Collegial Relationships and Collaboration 
  Essential to encouraging agency are specific teacher behaviours including supportive 
collegial relationships and collaborative working arrangements at all levels. Recent research 
indicates the development of professional collegial communities based on openness and trust is the 
key to successful curriculum change and substantial school improvement (Shah, 2011). Collegiality 
refers to the cooperative relationships among colleagues, although Shah (2011) acknowledges the 
exact meaning of collegiality remains vague in literature. It is difficult to separate collegial 
relationships from collaboration because teacher departmental collegiality and collaboration are 
complex processes that take time and effort to develop. These relationships are characterised by: 
joint decision making about the goals and content of the subject: frequent interactions; open 
communication among teachers about their goals; and similar means of achieving them (Witziers, 
Sleegers, & Imants, 1999), as well as the development of collegiality within the department. Positive 
workplace relationships enable collegial support and collaborative exchange of ideas and resources 
(Priestly, Edwards, Priestly, & Miller, 2012) which is conducive to developing and encouraging 
agency. Dinham (2007) also highlights the importance of supportive collegial relationships and 
collaborative working arrangements with colleagues. Nias (1989) describe teacher collaboration as 
providing teachers with a stronger sense of efficacy, a critical construct of agency. Established 
alliances developed with colleagues or friends increase individual perceptions of power and agency 
and improve collective teacher agency (Witziers et al., 1999). Lack of positive workplace 
relationships for whatever reason can lead to teacher disenchantment and low agency.  
Poor collegiality and low collaboration lead to lack of communication between teachers and 
little risk taking. Hargreaves (2005) identifies poor teacher relations with colleagues where there is a 
lack of closeness in relationship or of similarity in identity. Denzin (1984) argues ‘emotional 
misunderstanding is a pervasive and chronic feature of everyday interactions where people’s 
identities differ and human engagements are not based on the kind of shared experience that 
fosters close and common understanding that offers the chance to bridge the differences’ (p. 968). 
Poor collegiality and lack of collaboration is an emotional experience, which can manifest in low 
agency, withdrawal from involvement, and resistance to change or take risks.  
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 In the current organisational changes in Queensland schools, one emerging concern is the 
increasing occurrence of contrived collegiality as a result of rapidly changing subject department 
amalgamations for some subjects. The next section will explore contrived collegiality.  
Teacher Collaboration and Contrived Collegiality  
Collaboration is recognised as essential for effective curriculum change, but is difficult to 
achieve. Hargreaves (1994) considers collaboration as ‘essential to the effective delivery of reforms 
that are mandated at national or local level’ (p. 187), an understanding that is supported by Little 
(1993) and Datnow (2011). The formation of amalgamated subject departments under a KLA such as 
HPE or Technology will challenge collaboration and collegiality. Past subjects that have been discrete 
departments such as Home Economics, HPE and Manual Arts need to develop collaborative, 
consensual, decision making processes that involve all members of the mega-department to enable 
effective consensual decision making to occur. The effects on teacher agency of forcing teachers into 
amalgamated departments have yet to be explored. Brooker’s (2002) study of HPE departments did, 
however, identify Home Economics teachers were suffering in the large amalgamated department 
structures. 
Achieving true collaboration has proven to be difficult. As a result there have been attempts 
by government and school leaders toward forced, formal and scheduled collaboration (Hargreaves, 
1994; Helsby, 1999). Such methods have been described as contrived collaboration (Datnow, 2011; 
Hargreaves, 1994;Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992; ) and are often directed toward administrative 
priorities rather than teacher concerns (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Helsby, 1999), and may lack 
purpose or direction (Hargreaves, 1995). Two common ways of forcing contrived collaboration are 
first, the restriction of the discussion or decision by closely specified parameters or second, by 
encouraging uncritical acceptance of group decisions (Fullan, 1993). A third method is where the 
process of collaboration can be seen to be done, but in actuality is superficial, making few demands 
on those involved and directed toward maintaining the status quo (Brooker, 2002). This last method 
enables the retention of the comfortable and complacent position of some teachers, and tends to 
reinforce rather than change existing practices. All three methods are counterproductive to true 
collaboration and effective curriculum change. 
An additional identified inhibitor for effective collaboration is dislocation, where teachers 
may work in more than one department and be required to choose loyalties, including having to 
choose which subject meetings to attend. For Home Economics teachers who may have to work 
across a number of subject departments, or who now have to work in new mega-departments with 
people they have not associated with before, collaboration on matters of curriculum may be difficult 
or forced, and dislocation is likely.  
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Consensus or general agreement within departments is a desirable decision-making goal 
because it influences departmental functioning (Siskin, 1994) and staff engagement with curriculum, 
improve efficacy and increase teacher agency. A goal for HoDs is to avoid confrontation and conflict 
within their department as this environment is not conducive to curriculum change consensus 
(Witziers et al., 1999) and has a negative impact on agency for some teachers. Not all departments, 
however, work toward similar goals and procedures. Reasons for conflict and struggle include among 
other things, differences in beliefs between department members, struggles over status, power and 
resources (Goodson, 1985), and past loyalties including social or collegial groups. The resultant 
malfunctioning in departments can affect collaborative efforts within the department (Hargreaves, 
2002), making consensus particularly difficult.  
2.8 Environmental Determinants 
The third determinant from the triadic reciprocal causation model is environmental 
determinants. Datnow’s (1995) detailed qualitative study of teacher agency in an American high 
school identified broad structural and cultural influences plus system and school level influences as 
environmental determinants. Bandura (1999) identifies these as external environments that can be 
imposed, selected or constructed. An imposed environment is where a teacher has little control over 
the presence of that particular environmental determinant in their life, but can exercise choice when 
responding to it. Selected environments are where teachers have choice, whether it is of associates, 
activities and milieus including friendships and peer groups formed within schools or actions within a 
school. The constructed environment consists of the social environments and institutional systems 
created through generated efforts of those involved such as social clubs and professional 
organisations as well as more formal groups such as subject areas or school departments. The three 
external environmental determinant groupings are not exclusive and at times overlap.  
At a system or school level the external environmental determinants included structural 
features such as organisational arrangements including allocation of teachers and other resources, 
governance structure, scheduling of time, rules and regulations. In the current study the 
environmental determinants include the influence of school administration on teacher agency, the 
structural and functional changes of school departments on teacher agency, the social function of 
subject departments in secondary schools, the changing roles of HOD, and the hidden curriculum. 
While Brooker’s (2002) study did not directly focus on teacher agency or the environmental 
determinants within the Triadic Reciprocal Causation model, this Queensland study into the 
changing subject department environment did find that imposed environmental conditions affected 
the professional lives of Home Economics teachers.  
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The Influence of School Administration  
Effective school administration leadership prior to and during the curriculum change process 
has a significant influence on its long term success (Dinham, 2007). There is, however, no one best or 
correct leader or leadership style for effective curriculum change (Busher & Harris, 1999; Ritchie et 
al., 2006). The school leadership or administration team generally includes the Principal and Deputy 
Principal who are the designated senior administration leaders of the school. Other positions within 
an administration team can include Dean of Study or Head of Senior School, Head of Junior School, 
and HoDs. The job requirements, expectations and roles of all leadership positions have in recent 
years changed. Current research indicates there is lack of clarity about individual administration 
team members’ roles and responsibilities, including role ambiguity and job descriptions in schools 
(Cranston, 2006; Rosenfeld, 2008; Witziers et al., 1999). This lack of clarity can contribute to further 
complications during the school curriculum change process.  
School Principals have significant influence on secondary school curriculum (Dinham, 2007), 
and as such, they ultimately are responsible for any change that does or does not happen. The core 
role of school Principals is decision making, and most Principals consider themselves to be the final 
decision makers within a school (Cranston, 2006). Principals vary in the extent to which they involve 
others in decision making (Cranston & Ehrich, 2005). Some Principal decisions that affect curriculum 
change in schools include choices in valued areas of knowledge, the allocation of resources and the 
designation or appointment of staff members to positions of responsibility such as HoDs or Subject 
Coordinators. Principals’ choices are based on personal values, morals and ethics (Cranston & Ehrich, 
2005), all of which constitute their personal ideologies, including what they consider valued 
knowledge. These ideologies, however, can be influenced to varying degrees by other people within 
and outside the school. Principals who involve an administration team in decision making appeared 
to be able to implement a greater collaborative approach (Cranston & Ehrich, 2005). Classroom 
teachers may not be aware of the complexities experienced by senior administration when making 
whole school decisions. As a result, teachers may become resistant and reluctant to implement the 
required curriculum and organisational changes. Senior administration decision making tends to be 
about the big-picture curriculum decisions in schools relating to school focus and performance, 
choices of subjects, organisation of school time-tables, things most classroom teachers would not 
consider or focus on. 
Structural and Functional Changes of Subject Departments  
 Subject departments or faculties are immediate organisational units in secondary schools 
into which school subjects and teachers are grouped and are by far the most influential units or 
structures within secondary schools (Ritchie et al., 2006). They are central to a teachers’ life for 
multiple reasons (Dinham, 2007; Witziers et al., 1999) and in teacher identity development (Brooker, 
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2002; Datnow, 1995; Soler et al., 2001), particularly during curriculum change. In the past, the HOD 
was responsible for major decisions about goals, content, pedagogy, teaching materials and 
assessment (Witziers et al., 1999). There are differences within schools and across schools in 
department functioning and research indicates that subject effectiveness may be dependent on 
department effectiveness, which can be attributed to leadership in departments (Busher & Harris, 
1999). How school structures affect teachers’ agency in relation to curriculum change was an 
important consideration for the current research. 
Subject departments were traditionally based on discipline areas and the HOD was 
considered an expert in subject knowledge and curriculum related matters. Teachers of subject 
departments were traditionally placed in department offices with colleagues from the same 
discipline or similar discipline areas. As identified in chapter one, this traditional organisational 
structure has changed in many Queensland schools and the traditional role of the department and 
the Department Head has also changed (Rosenfeld, 2008). The formation of mega-departments, or 
what Brooker (2002) described as amalgams of knowledge, has resulted in significant changes to the 
size of departments, the function of departments, and the role of HoDs and to teachers’ roles in the 
departments. Under the newly formed mega-department structure, some HoDs have little 
knowledge of the subjects in their department and lack the basic knowledge and skills to complete 
the day to day management of the subject areas. For example, the food and equipment ordering and 
management in Home Economics are quite extensive and on-going. As a result, many HoDs without 
Home Economics experience may lack the required subject expertise to complete the traditional role 
of HoD in all areas of their department. The shortfall requires subject teachers to take on the tasks 
normally allocated to the HoD; however, these teachers may not receive the extra time allocation or 
remuneration traditionally associated with the extra work. It is at this department, or middle 
management, position many change reforms become stuck. Dinham and Scott (2002) describe the 
department as the ‘pressure point’ where the greatest pressure is felt during curriculum change and 
it is here that the greatest impact of curriculum change is felt. 
Subject departments are very diverse in structure and function. They are key players in 
curriculum decision-making and the implementation of curriculum change (Ritchie et al., 2006). The 
types of curriculum making decisions occurring at subject department level include the development 
of planned units of work for classrooms using curriculum frameworks and syllabus documents, the 
selection, allocation and supervision of staff, the choice of teaching materials, assessment selection 
and application and resource allocation (Siskin, 1991; Witziers et al., 1999). The mode of 
departmental functioning and decision-making at department level is crucial to the outcomes of the 
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curriculum change, and it is at this level that Home Economics teachers need to be able to exercise 
their agency.  
The way departments function are shaped by a number of interacting variables that include 
time, place and the history (including culture) of the subjects and subject department within the 
school (Marsh, 2004). The perceived value of the department as contributing valued knowledge to 
student education by the school and school community; and the availability of resources, including 
the physical location of subject departments and teachers (Ritchie et al., 2006), impact on 
department functioning. Also significant is the student clientele of the department, the 
demographics of the teaching staff including age, gender and teaching experience, and any number 
of factors characteristic of individual school or school systems. Department and school-wide physical 
structures can interfere with communication and hamper planning. For example, a shared common 
staffroom can improve collegiality, as it allows teachers easier access to each other, as well as allows 
for informal opportunities to communicate and develop supportive relationships. Whilst split 
staffrooms as an organisational model can support better cross-curricular planning; it does not 
foster co-planning (Ritchie et al., 2006). 
 Social Function of Subject Department in Secondary Schools 
School departments also serve a social function and can engender powerful social relations, 
because the department is where teachers spend time together and work together (Goodson & 
Hargreaves, 1996). Moolenaar (2012) describes research into the importance of social networks such 
as departments for strengthening teacher collaboration and building individual teacher’s knowledge. 
Much of this research, however, is focused on the positive contributions to agency that collegial and 
collaborative departments make; there is little research into the negative effects some departments 
have on agency. Some social relations with colleagues and within departments can be detrimental 
for effective and best practice curriculum decision making. For example, within school departments, 
teachers typically avoid conflict by establishing norms of politeness and non-interference (Little, 
1990); this can result in teachers not wanting to challenge existing structures or practices. Another 
example occurs when like-minded colleagues (who may share similar ideas, beliefs or school subject 
areas) cluster together (Fullan, 2001; Hargreaves, 2002) to influence decision-making. This latter 
phenomena has been identified as balkanization (Hargreaves, 1994), where strong loyalties form 
within a group with a resultant indifference or even hostility to other groups and detrimental effects 
on departmental curriculum change (Datnow, 1995; Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992). The social aspects 
identified in this paragraph may be particularly significant contextual factors for Home Economics 
teachers with the merging of Home Economics departments into larger KLA departments such as 
HPE and Technology. The larger departments may well have already established social networks 
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determined to maintain existing practices, making Home Economics teachers’ capacity to influence 
curriculum at a department level very difficult.  
Changing roles of Heads of Department  
Leadership is described as the exercising of influence over others (Dinham & Scott, 2002). 
Teacher leaders who lead within and beyond the classroom influence others towards improving 
educational practice (Dinham & Scott, 2002) and work toward achieving collective agency through 
collegiality. The interpretation and implementation of curriculum at a subject department level has 
been generally the role of the HoD, however, expectations of the role HoDs have recently changed in 
schools (Rosenfeld, 2008), which can further complicate the curriculum change process. Traditionally 
the HOD position was ‘focus[ed] on curriculum leadership, participating in the development of a 
vision for learning, promoting a supportive and responsible learning culture and interacting with 
students, parents, teachers and the community’ (Rosenfeld, 2008, p. 1) This traditional role placed 
the HOD as a source of in-depth knowledge about their specialist area of study (Siskin, 1994). The 
changed roles now require HoDs to provide curriculum and pedagogical leadership, as well as 
behavioural and resource management skills.  
There is a contradictory understanding of the roles of HODs in schools and departments 
(Cranston, 2006). The HOD was the teacher who attended curriculum meetings, was part of the 
school curriculum decision-making groups, and had increased agency because of this (Ritchie et al., 
2006). Principals currently consider the HOD’s role to include managerial and organisational duties 
previously not included in their role description. In addition, Principals now believe HoDs need to 
consider whole school curriculum rather than focus on specific school subjects as HoDs have 
traditionally been expected to do. Many HoDs, however, still consider their role to be subject 
experts and leaders of their school subject within the whole school curriculum. This has resulted in 
conflicting role expectations and increased job pressures for HoDs as they have found themselves 
having to balance both roles (Rosenfeld, 2008). In addition, under the KLAs organisational structure 
the HOD may no longer be curriculum experts in the school subjects for which they are 
responsible.  HoDs who have little curriculum expertise in specific subject areas can find it a 
challenge, particularly in departments comprised of  amalgamated specialised subject areas such as 
Technology, HPE, and The Arts. These HoDs may have in-depth knowledge of their own speciality 
areas but have only limited knowledge of all other subject areas in their department. An example of 
this department organisation is the KLA department of HPE which may include the school subjects of 
Home Economics, Personal Development, Physical Education, Outdoor Education, Early Childhood 
Studies, and Hospitality. The HOD of such a diverse and complex KLA would have great difficulty in 
being an expert of all these school subject areas. Therefore, making informed decisions about 
curriculum in specific school subjects in this circumstance would be difficult. Additionally, there may 
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be a difference in perceptions of the role of HoDs between professionals in schools, particularly as 
the role of HOD is still evolving. The role of the HoD has been critical in enabling department 
curriculum change. Changing roles of HoDs may result in classroom teachers doing the work 
traditionally done by HoDs to implement new curriculum, without the resources and professional 
development opportunities generally available to the HOD. This situation may well be the case for 
Home Economics teachers who now teach in large KLA departments such as HPE or Technology; 
working under HoDs who know very little about the curriculum and resource needs of Home 
Economics.  
In addition to the changing role of HoDs, and the formation of mega-departments, there has 
also been the emergence of changes to teacher’s staffrooms. Changing the physical location of 
teachers can affect collegiality, friendship groups and communication. It can also be used to prevent 
or breakup balkanisation. However, as Ritchie et al. (2006) point out, communication and 
management of small teams was a lot easier for teachers and HoDs when teachers in the same 
department shared the same staffroom. It is posited that social interaction is needed for successful 
departments where all teachers engage with curriculum change. 
Teachers coping within the hidden curriculum 
Schools are social organisations, which have their own evolving school culture, ecology, 
milieu and social system (Moos, 1979). Teachers are taught to respond and think in certain ways in 
certain situations, which in turn will determine how they act or not act. Any new teacher to a school 
will be expected to learn how their school operates and how to successfully operate within it. 
Teachers are often susceptible to implicit control and regulation through the hidden curriculum 
(Bank, 2007). While the official curriculum of school focuses on student’s intellectual achievements 
and mastery of the subject matter, the hidden curriculum is focused on ensuring students and 
teachers conform to the institutional expectations, in other words, about what matters other than 
intellectual mastery. These methods of control include the network of rules and regulations and 
routines characteristic of individual schools and classrooms. It also includes expectations about 
appropriate and desirable behaviour. The hidden curriculum is what makes each school different. 
The hidden curriculum also encompasses the culturally embedded expectations about gender 
stereotypes, which have powerful effects on student and teacher performance (Bank, 2007).  
The methods used to indoctrinate teachers can be overt such as direct instruction or covert 
such as psychological conditioning. Psychological conditioning perpetuates school culture and 
embedded school practices. Teachers are either rewarded or punished in ways that are condoned 
and often specific to that school. These school based practices are dependent on who is in the 
position of power and what has been deemed appropriate behaviours. The strongest socialising unit 
in schools is the subject department. Research has shown that subject departments are traditionally 
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the socialising group in schools (Goodson & Hargreaves, 1996; Moolenaar, 2012), provide support 
and mentoring, and are the places where most pressure is felt during curriculum change. 
Summary 
 This chapter has reviewed literature on identifying teacher agency and factors that may 
affect the positive development of Home Economics teachers’ agency during a time of curriculum 
change. An argument using the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts (TRFCAC) 
Model has been presented with identification of the three determinants (personal, behavioural and 
environmental) as organising factors of teacher agency given. The following chapter outlines the 
methodology used for the current research.  
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 
Introduction 
This qualitative research used an interpretive paradigm to investigate teachers’ perceptions of 
their agency when engaged with curriculum change and the contexts which affected their agency. 
The research questions addressed were: 
1. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their current teacher 
agency? 
2. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ understandings of how contextual 
factors have affected the reciprocal relationship between their teacher agency and 
their consequent teaching practice? 
The chapter begins (Section 3.1) by providing the philosophical orientation of qualitative 
research with an interpretive paradigm, using a case study approach for the current research. 
Section 3.2 provides an outline of the research methods by first identifying the participants in the 
research. Development of the research questions is described in Section 3.3; data collection 
procedures are described in Section 3.4, followed by the procedure for data analysis in Section 3.5. 
Considerations for validity (Section 3.6), reliability (Section 3.7) and the ethical considerations for 
undertaking the research (Section 3.8) conclude the chapter. 
3.1 Qualitative research – Interpretive paradigm 
Qualitative research using an interpretive paradigm enabled the exploration of Home 
Economics teachers’ perceptions of their experiences in their schools as interpreted by them. The 
qualitative approach used in this study has been described as interpretive research where ‘education 
is considered to be a process and school is a lived experience’ (Merriam, 1998, p. 4). This approach 
was a suitable method for exploring the two research questions as it enabled teachers to describe 
their personal perceptions of their teacher agency in relation to curriculum change, and identified 
the contextual factors that had affected their reciprocal relationship between their teacher agency 
and their consequent teaching practice. Merriam (1998) identifies such an interpretive approach as 
useful in understanding both the experiences of participants and the factors that affect these 
experiences. Understanding of the events being explored is achieved through an inductive mode of 
inquiry (Merriam, 1998). Participants’ lived experiences result from social interactions, where they 
interpret and make meaning of their own and others actions through jointly constructed 
understandings. Meaning for participants in the current research is interpreted through interaction 
with others experiencing curriculum change, and as these contextual factors affect teachers, so too 
does meaning change. Epistemologically, Weirsman and Jurs (2009) caution that prior assumptions 
in research are to be avoided, and the complex factors cannot be reduced to a few or be positioned 
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into separate points. It is individuals’ perceptions that are important and how these perceptions are 
captured that provide the means to obtain a measure of reality. Creswell (2005) suggests an inquiry; 
interpretative paradigm is useful for exploring and understanding areas that have little previous 
research, such as this one. Yin (1994) and Merriam (1998) have suggested that a qualitative-
interpretative approach such as case study is suitable when collecting exploratory information. The 
current research is an exploration that investigates the curriculum experiences of Home Economics 
teachers from their perspective. It explores the different meanings they ascribed to the experiences 
they had and so fits into the qualitative-interpretative approach. A rationale for using a case study 
design is provided below. 
Rationale for Case Study Design 
The current research used a case study approach, which Merriam (1998) described as a 
common qualitative research design. According to Simons (2009), a case study documents a 
situation or event in detail in a specific socio-political context. Merriam (1998) describes case studies 
as different from other types of research in that it provides intense descriptions and analysis of ‘a 
single unit or bounded system’ (p. 19). The current research comprised a single case study of Home 
Economics teacher agency, exploring the perceptions of twelve Home Economics teachers. Case 
study research is both sensitive to and needs to be understood in specific socio-cultural contexts 
(Simons, 2009). The socio-cultural context of this research is curriculum change for Home Economics 
teachers within a range of Queensland secondary schools. In the current research, each teacher’s 
evolving story in relation to curriculum change was recorded over the course of two years at three 
separate times.  
A problem of case study research is that some people suggest that you cannot generalise the 
findings. Simons (2009) has suggested though that there are two particular ways that case study 
findings can be generalised. One is to examine how we can generalise from the case to other 
situations of a similar nature and the other is to see what we learn more directly from the case itself. 
The research would contend that the findings from the current research is not relevant to Home 
Economics teachers only but may also be relevant to other subject areas that are not considered 
core curriculum. In saying this, the findings satisfy the first point that Simons suggests above. In 
addition, all forms of generalisation in case study research maintain a connection with the context 
within which they were generated. Of interest to the current research is the understanding of 
teachers’ perceptions in relation to their agency in managing curriculum change. The researcher 
contends that having such understanding will be useful in both policy contexts and professional 
practice when considering the future curriculum for Home Economics. 
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     Two proponents of case study research often cited in education research are Robert Yin (1994) 
and Robert Stake (1995). Stake’s approach focuses on individual case study that does not seek to 
generalise results, whereas Yin’s approach includes the notion of generalisability, where the findings 
of a study hold value for other research in a similar context. For example, in the current research the 
focus is on Home Economics teachers. However, the researcher contends that the findings of the 
research hold value for other teachers in other curriculum areas engaged in curriculum change. 
Therefore, Yin’s (1994) approach was adopted for the current research. Yin suggested that case 
study researchers must select cases based on their ability to provide the most relevant and usable 
information. Merriam (1998) suggested that a case study must be described and bounded in time 
and place. As the Home Economics teachers in the current research were in the process of engaging 
with curriculum change, they were deemed best able to provide the most relevant and usable 
information from their perspectives. Each participant contributed by allowing their evolving story in 
relation to curriculum change to be recorded over the course of the study. 
3.2. Research Method 
 This section provides information on the research methods used in the current study 
beginning with participant recruitment and the demographics of the participants in the research. 
3.2.1 Participant Recruitment 
The research was conducted in three Phases. Phase 1 occurred at the beginning of the 
school year 2010.  Twelve (n=12) Home Economics teachers participated in Phase 1 of the research. 
Phase 2 occurred 12 months later (2011) when nine of the original 12 participants (n=9) were again 
asked to identify any changes that they felt had occurred regarding their participation in curriculum 
changes. Phase 3 occurred one year after Phase 2 and consisted of two feedback sessions with two 
participants each (n=4). A feedback session comprised of a group discussion (two participants and 
the researcher) of findings from phases one and two; as well as the opportunity for participants to 
raise any new issues or concerns related to Home Economics curriculum in their schools. Three of 
these four participants had also taken part in phases one and two only one of them was new to the 
research (n=4).  
Initially, participants were sought for the study through a recruitment advertisement 
(Appendix 1) published in the Queensland Home Economics teachers’ professional organisation 
newsletter Home Economics Institute of Australia Queensland – Inform. The advertisement provided 
a description of the study and requested willing participants to contact the researcher using e-mail 
or telephone. The requirement for inclusion in the study was that participants needed to be 
currently teaching Home Economics in a Queensland high school. The advertisement contained all 
relevant information pertinent to the study, including the purpose for the research, topics for 
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discussion in the interviews, and confidentiality assurances. Twelve teachers responded to the 
advertisement and contacted the researcher through email. 
All 12 participants who contacted the researcher were sent further information about the 
research via e-mail (Appendix 2). All of them agreed to take part in the study and the researcher 
emailed them to establish a convenient time for interviews.  
Phase 1 occurred in 2010, as teachers were starting to implement the new AC Phase 2 
occurred in 2011, where nine of the original teachers agreed to participate. This phase was 
particularly valuable as it provided the participants with an opportunity to discuss and reflect on 
their agency over the preceding year. This phase provided the researcher the opportunity to 
readdress pertinent factors raised in Phase 1 in relation to curriculum changes in their schools as a 
result of changes to state and national curriculum. Phase 3 occurred one year after Phase 2 and 
involved four participants. During these sessions participants further discussed contextual factors of 
most interest to them in light of curriculum change, particularly in relation to the implementation of 
the new AC. This phase comprised the least number of participants as nine of the original 
participants were unable to attend the feedback sessions. The new participant, Participant 13, joined 
the study to make up numbers at one of the feedback sessions. This phase of the research occurred 
in late 2012 through to early 2013, when the AC curriculums for English, Maths and Science had 
been embedded in school curriculum. In response to curriculum change, the introduction of Year 7 
curriculum into secondary school had become the focus point for participants by Phase 3 of the 
research. Table 3.1 provides a summary of the participants in each phase of the research.  
Table 3.1  
Participation summary 
 
Phase 1 (2010) Participants 1 through to 12 n=12 
Phase 2 (2011) Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,8,  9  11 & 
12 
n=9 
Phase 3 (2012/13) Participants 3, 4, 9 + 13  n=4 
 
Table 3.2 provides a summary of the demographics of the participants. Of the 12 
participants in Phase 1, there were seven (n=7) who were teaching in Queensland State High Schools 
(SHS) and five (n=5) of the participants were teaching in private high schools. Seven (n=7) of the 
participants were 50 years old or older, four (n=4) of the participants were between 30 and 40 years 
old, and one (n=1) participant was between 20 and 30 years old. Five (n=5) of the participants had 
taught for more than 30 years, three (n=) 3 had taught for more than 20 years, one (n=1) had taught 
for 15 years and two (n=2) had taught for five years. Of the 12 participants, only one (n=1) had 
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teacher training in an area other than Home Economics. In Phase 2 of the research, nine (n=9) of the 
original participants were interviewed.  Of the three participants (n=3) that were unavailable, all 
were female, one (n=1) participant was aged over 50 years, one (n=1) participant was aged between 
30 to 40 years and one (n=1) participant was between 20 to 30 years old. All three participants had 
held HOD positions or higher in their schools. 
In Phase 3 of the research, three (n=3) of the original participants took part. The fourth 
participant was not part of the original 12. She had volunteered to take part in a feedback session 
along with one of her colleagues. Two (n=2) of the feedback participants were over 50 years of age 
and two (n=2) participants were aged between 30 to 40 years, one (n=1) of these was male.  
Table 3.2  
Demographic details of participants 
 
Participant Phases 
they 
participa
ted in 
Gender School 
Identification 
School System Teacher Age Teacher 
career stage 
Position held 
in school 
1 1 & 2 female A Education 
Queensland 
50+ Late career Classroom 
teacher 
2 1 & 2 female A Education 
Queensland 
35+ Middle 
career 
Classroom 
teacher 
3 1, 2 & 3 male B Private - 
religious 
35+ Middle 
career 
HOD 
4 1, 2 & 3 female B Private - 
religious 
50+ Late career Career 
Advisor & 
classroom 
teacher 
5  1 & 2 female C Private - 
religious 
50+ Late career Classroom 
teacher 
6 1 female D Education 
Queensland 
50+ Late career HOD 
7 1 female E Education 
Queensland 
25+ Early Career VET 
coordinator 
& classroom 
teacher 
8  1, 2 & 3 female F Education 
Queensland 
50+ Late Career Year 12 
coordinator 
9 1 & 2 female G Education 
Queensland 
25+ Early career Classroom 
teacher 
10 1 female H Education 
Queensland 
45+ Middle 
Career 
HOD  
11 1 & 2 female I Private 35+ Middle 
Career 
Classroom 
teacher 
12 1 & 2 female J Private - 
religious 
25+ Middle 
career 
HOD 
13 3 female F Education 
Queensland 
40+ Middle 
career 
Classroom 
teacher 
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3.3 Development of semi-structured interview questions 
Semi-structured interview questions (Appendix 3), with suggested researcher prompts, were 
used in for the current research. The semi-structured interview technique allowed for the gathering 
of rich data in that they are used to capture the language of the participants as they describe their 
thoughts, perceptions and values (Suter, 2010; Whiting, 2007). Because it was important in the 
current research to include contextual aspects of participants’ voices (e.g., teaching Home 
Economics in a time of curriculum change), it was deemed that semi-structured interviews would 
provide participants with the best way to present their views. Closed questions are similar to what 
participants would find on a questionnaire. Closed questions has been used in previous work on 
teacher agency, the researcher in this study, deliberately chose to move away from this format in 
keeping with the interpretivist paradigm of the research. A weakness of this kind of interview is that 
any face-to-face interaction has the potential to have the interviewer ask leading questions of the 
participants to fulfil the research agenda. The researcher, aware of this possibility, prepared an 
interview guide, as recommended by Patton (2002). The researcher was also prepared to allow 
participants to lead the interview ‘conversation’ to some extent, cognisant of the fact that each 
participant had a unique story to share. However, having a structure for the interviews provided 
data that was compatible for use in a constant comparative approach to data analysis. 
 The interview questions were developed from the literature reviewed for the current 
research and from the researcher’s own knowledge as a Home Economics teacher. The questions 
were developed to explore teacher agency as it related to their curriculum experience. The opening 
interview questions, 1, 2 and 3, were used to elicit demographic data. Question 1 required 
participants to describe themselves and their teaching experiences. This data is listed in Table 3.2, 
Appendix 5 and Appendix 6. Questions 2 and 3 were used by the researcher to give the participants 
an opportunity to describe how Home Economics was organised and operated in their school, 
providing valuable information about the participant’s school context. Such information also enabled 
the researcher to develop an understanding of how the subject of Home Economics was placed 
within the school curriculum.  
Questions 4 to 11 were used to encourage the participants to discuss their perceptions, 
personal experiences and feelings when they engaged with curriculum decision making and changes 
at school and department level. The questions were developed using the TRFCAC model as a 
reference. For example, Question 4 asked the participants: What recent changes have occurred in 
Home Economics curriculum that relate to you? Question 5 encouraged participants to further 
explore their involvement in Home Economics curriculum changes in their school. Question 6 to 8  
were designed to identify and reflect on the participants’ perceptions of the three determinant areas 
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identified by the TRFCAC model, namely Personal, Environmental and Behavioural determinants, 
that had influenced or affected their teacher agency. These questions were developed to enable the 
participants to discuss the impact or influence environmental determinants, such as school structure 
and organisation or subject department environment, had on their Teacher Agency.  
The final question was very broad and encouraged participants to discuss any issues that 
were not raised prior to this or that they felt needed further elaboration. All interviews were taped 
and transcribed into electronic and print forms.  
3.4 Data Collection 
Interview times and places were organised to suit the requirements of the individual 
participants. Six (n=6) interviews were conducted in public places such as a coffee shop at the 
request of the participants. The other interviews were conducted in the participants’ school 
staffrooms after school hours. For Phases 1 and 2, one week prior to the interview; the participants 
were emailed a copy of the semi-structured interview questions as well as a description of the 
construct, teacher agency (Appendix 3) to prepare them for the topic under discussion in the 
interview. At the commencement of the interview, the interviewer described the research giving a 
common language definition of the construct ‘teacher agency’ and the focus on curriculum so that 
the participants had an opportunity to describe their understanding of what was meant by the term 
‘agency’. They were encouraged to raise any issues they considered relevant to the study of teacher 
agency during curriculum change. The minimum length of time taken for an interview was 60 
minutes; the average interview length was 90 minutes, with four interviews extending to 150 
minutes. The researcher, in addition to audio-recording each of the interviews, made written notes 
in Phase 1. These were prompts used to clarify with the participant their descriptions of Home 
Economics organisation in schools and used to further refine the interview questions used in Phases 
2 and 3 of the research. This data is available in Appendix 3. All recordings were then transcribed 
verbatim into electronic copies by the researcher. All identifying names of people and schools were 
removed in the transcripts and replaced with coded pseudonyms. The participant names and school 
names were coded to enable the researcher to re-identify participants, to ensure the same 
pseudonyms for each participant was used when transcribing the Phase 2 interviews. The transcripts 
were then analysed using the CCM (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) of data analysis.  
Phase 2 of the research comprised a second round of interviews with nine (n=9) of the 
original 12 participants, twelve months after Phase 1. These interviews took place between 
September and October of 2011. The purpose of Phase 2 was to further explore Home Economics 
teachers’ agency in relation to curriculum change by identifying and clarifying topics raised in Phase 
1. Again the location and time of the interview was in accordance with the wishes of the 
56 
  
participants. The interview questions were forwarded to the participants one week prior to the 
interviews, and the interviews were taped and then transcribed into print. The same procedures of 
analysis were used as in Phase 1. 
  Phase 3 comprised two feedback sessions conducted one year after Phase 2 as focus group 
interviews. There were three original participants, plus one new participant, participant 13, for 
Phase 3. The initial plans for two focus group sessions of three or more participants were revised to 
two feedback sessions of two participants and the researcher, due to participant availability. In both 
feedback sessions, the participants were teachers at the same school. The researcher acted as the 
facilitator of the feedback groups. In the initial stage of each session, the researcher reviewed the 
purpose of the research, provided details of procedure for the group interview and reaffirmed the 
anonymity of participants. Again semi-structured questions were used to assist the group to 
maintain focus and to ensure the research questions were fully explored.  
3.5 Data analysis Process Using Constant Comparative Method 
At the end of each phase of the research, the participant interviews were transcribed by the 
researcher so that she could gain a deep understanding of the data. A CCM (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) 
was used with the data in all three phases to analyse the transcripts. CCM is a qualitative research 
approach that seeks to understand the whole phenomenon being described rather than a word by 
word analysis. In a constant comparative procedure, raw data is formed into indicators or small 
segments of information from different people, over different times. These indicators are then 
grouped into several codes, which then form categories. The researcher must constantly compare 
indicators to indicators, codes to codes and categories to categories to eliminate redundancy in the 
data (Creswell, 2005). It uses a systematic and rigorous approach to inductive analysis of discourse 
(written or verbal) attempting to ensure descriptive and interpretive validity through checks and 
balances (Ary, Cheser-Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006). The following section begins by 
describing CCM, followed by an explanation as to why it was used. It will finish with a full description 
of the CCM procedures used in all three parts. 
 Constant Comparative Method (CCM) has its origins in the analytical scheme first developed 
by Glaser and Strauss (1967). This approach is an inductive coding process, which simultaneously 
compares the identified units of meaning with each other to identify overlap or similarities (Aye et 
al., 2006). CCM has been described by Maykut and Morehouse (1994) as a ‘…non-mathematical 
procedure that is designed to identify themes and patterns in qualitative data’ (p. 176). This aspect 
of the CCM was particularly valuable in this study, as Home Economics teacher agency is an 
unexplored area of study. The suggested procedure for CCM (Ary et al., 2006; Babbie, 2004; Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967) begins with the participants spoken responses being audio-taped followed by the 
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interviews being transcribed verbatim. The CCM should be followed by a first reading where all 
identifying features (person and school) be removed to ensure confidentiality. This procedure was 
followed for all three Phases of the current research. 
Inductive category coding began with open coding (also known as preliminary coding or 
provisional coding), which consisted of sorting by units of meaning (words, phrases or sentences that 
indicate in some way subjects’ way of thinking and behaviour patterns). The researcher analysed 
each sentence and paragraph by identifying the key messages being conveyed. The researcher then 
placed these chunks of information into the predetermined categories identified from the TRAFCAC 
model. This technique was suggested in Bogdan and Biklen (1998), where some initial categories are 
used in coding. These initial categories were taken from the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core 
Agency Concept Model (TRFCAC) and included the three determinants of agency: personal, 
behavioural and environmental. In addition, the core properties of teacher agency comprised of 
intentionality, forethought, self-reflectiveness and self-reactiveness (Figure 2.1). This information 
was then further refined to identify exactly what the message or meaning was that the participants 
had conveyed. The coding placements for all interviews were reviewed at the end of each Phase. An 
example of the coding, interpretation and participant response that occurred in this analysis is 
provided in Table 3.3 which provides samples of the predetermined categories of the core property 
of forethought and self-reflectiveness, the interpretation of this data and the data conveyed in the 
transcripts. 
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Table 3.3  
Examples of coding for core properties of agency (forethought, self-reactive, self-responsive, self-
reflective) found in the data. 
 
Core 
properties of 
teacher 
agency 
interpretation Participant response 
Forethought Planned for and visualised a 
future action 
Because we were quite a big subject but a bit of a stand-
alone, I personally felt that I was missing out on some of the 
voice compared with Heads of other departments through 
admin and I also felt like I needed more of a voice, more of 
an advocate to take to those department meetings which I 
felt my subject was a little bit of a forgotten one, we missed 
out on some of the communication and some of the 
influence because of that. So I pushed a bit for a little while 
to try and see where we could fit to amalgamate some areas 
to try to make that work. There were a few subjects like that, 
those were smaller than mine but didn’t have a HOD place. 
So about 3 years ago we collected all those subjects that 
weren’t obviously science or maths or creative or English and 
we created the new department that way (participant 3, 
Phase 1).  
 
Self-Reflective  
 
Perceptions of personal 
capacity to influence 
classroom curriculum 
 
I am chipping away at it and I am realizing I am having an 
effect. I am putting the changes in my classrooms and for the 
last 3 years I have basically had the whole year 10 and I am 
responsible for them (participant 7, Phase 1). 
 
 
In an attempt to ensure descriptive and interpretive validity through checks and balances a 
colleague who was also undertaking her PhD, critically reviewed samples of the coding process and 
we discussed the issues that emerged.   
Table 3.4  
Data Themes for Coding 
 
Themes from the Literature Reviewed Emerging Themes from the Data 
Agency 
 Gender 
 Age 
 Past experience 
 Teacher identity 
Teacher Agency 
 Intentionality 
 Forethought 
 Self-reflectiveness 
 Self-reactiveness 
 
 Impact of Emotions/Feelings on Agency 
 Psychological conditioning  
 Impact of Vocational Subjects on HE as a 
subject 
 Change of agency over time) 
 Effect of job intensification for HE 
teachers 
 Variations in kinds of Agency (pro-active, 
reactive, passive) 
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3.6 Validity 
A key consideration for qualitative research is the idea of external validity which has to do 
with the representativeness of the sampling design (Lapan, Quartaroli, & Riemer, 2012). Recruitment 
of participants for the research was conducted via Queensland Home Economics teacher’s 
professional organisation newsletter titled Home Economics Institute of Australia Queensland – 
Inform (HEIAQ, 2002) (Appendix 1). This newsletter is a professional document produced especially 
for Home Economics teachers in Queensland. The only condition to participation was that volunteers 
for the research had to be current Home Economics practitioners. This procedure allowed for 
representation of Home Economics teachers, although such representation may be biased as 
participants were only those who volunteered to participate in the study so cannot be claimed as 
fully representative of all Home Economics teachers in Queensland. 
Trustworthiness is used to determine the accuracy of the research, and to ascertain that 
truthful meaning and justifiable inferences can be drawn (Creswell, 2005). To ensure validity, expert 
advice was sought for the development of the semi-structured interview questions. The process was 
followed by submitting excerpts from the data from each Phase to another researcher, who 
reviewed both the transcripts and interpretations to ensure like results. This approach was 
suggested by Tappan (2001) who stated, ‘if the members of an interpretive community agree on 
what a text means, based on their jointly shared biases, assumptions, prejudices, and values, then 
that interpretation is considered to be “true” or “valid” unless and until a new interpretation is 
offered that members of that community agree is better’ (p. 52). This understanding is also 
supported by Ritchie et al. (2006). Such member checking of the data helped to strengthen the 
overall validity of the results. 
3.7 Reliability 
Reliability occurs when results from a study are stable and consistent, and the results should 
be close when the same study is administered repeatedly at the same period of time to a similar 
cohort (Creswell, 2005). Babbie (2004) suggests that research studies relying on qualitative data, 
using focus groups and interpretive methods such CCM require care during planning, 
implementation and data analysis to ensure reliability. In the planning stage, reliability was 
addressed by creating a small number of relevant, focused questions that were sent to the 
participants prior to the interviews and feedback sessions that enabled participants an opportunity 
to think about the questions before the session. According to Babbie (2004), this approach improves 
reliability as respondents are more likely to have answers, and can seek clarification about the 
question if required.  
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To avoid possible reliability problems during the coding process, the researcher obtained 
verification of reliability as a coder by having another researcher check the coding process. The 
researcher maintained an electronic record of coding decisions and procedures including examples, 
this process is recommended by a number of qualitative researchers (Babbie, 2004; Maykut & 
Morehouse, 1994; Vaughn, Schumm & Sinagub, 1996; Weber, 1990).  
Ideally more than four participants would have been involved in Phase 3. However, nine of 
the original 12 participants were unavailable for Phase 3. In addition, to enable discussion between 
colleagues to occur at one of the group discussions, an additional participant (Participant 13), who 
was a colleague at the same school as Participant 8, joined the study. A limitation of the study could 
have been the reduced number of participants in Phase 3; inclusion of Participant 13 in Phase 3 and 
the pre-existing relationship between Participant 8 and 13; all may have affected the reliability of 
the data from Phase 3. To compensate for these limitations, the researcher used Phase 3 to identify 
if changes to agency for the four participants had occurred over the previous year, and to further 
clarify the identified contextual factors from Phases 1 and 2. 
 
3.8 Ethical considerations 
  Ethics approval was sought and approved from Queensland University of Technology 
Human Research Ethics Committee. This study was granted a Human Ethics Approval Certificate 
(Appendix 7) from the Human Research Ethics Committee and was considered as low risk. The 
precautions taken to ensure ethical considerations were met included assurances of the privacy and 
confidentiality of participants. Volunteer participants were provided with and required to sign an 
informed consent form prior to the interviews (Appendix 4). If they chose to withdraw at any stage, 
their decision was respected and accepted, as in the case of three (n=3) of the Phase 1 participants.  
The anonymity of the individuals’ and their schools was ensured. The participants were 
assured by the researcher that all audio tapes of the interviews were stored securely and during 
transcription all names of people and schools were replaced with pseudonyms as per the university’s 
research guidelines. The recordings of the interviews were destroyed once transcription occurred. A 
master code enabled tracking the participants and their school data over the course of the study. 
The master code was destroyed once analysis was completed. The data will be kept on electronic file 
for seven years, and then will be destroyed. 
 Summary 
This chapter has outlined how a qualitative case study approach was used to explore Home 
Economics teachers’ perceptions of their agency and the contextual factors that affected it as it 
related to curriculum change. This study was conducted over three phases that spanned three years. 
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The participants were Home Economics teachers from a range of schools and school systems in 
South East Queensland who voluntarily participated in the study after contacting the researcher 
through an advertisement in the Home Economics Institute of Australia (HEIA) professional journal. 
Validity was established through expert advice from supervisors and a third researcher reviewed 
transcripts and interpretations to ensure like results. Reliability was achieved by rigorous application 
of the CCM. All appropriate procedures were used to ensure participant anonymity. This study was 
an exploratory study of a previously unexplored area. It provides a starting point for further 
exploration of Home Economics teacher agency. The following chapters, 4 and 5, present the results 
of this study.  
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Chapter 4: Results – Phase 1 
Introduction 
This chapter presents data and key findings collected during Phase 1 of the research.  This 
research explored teacher agency when teachers were in the process of making curriculum change 
due to the introduction of the Australian Curriculum (AC). Teacher agency refers to a teacher’s 
capacity to plan for and intentionally influence and control aspects of curriculum in their school, 
department and classroom. This study explored teacher perceptions of their capacity for planning, 
decision making and strategising, it also included adjusting plans as they were enacted. The research 
used the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency concepts (TRAFCAC) model (Figure 2.3) as a 
structure, incorporating Bandura’s (1999) core properties of agency and Bandura’s (2001) Triadic 
Reciprocal Causation Model that identified three determinants of agency; personal, behavioural and 
environmental (Figure 2.2).  
In Phase 1 of the study 12 Home Economics teachers were interviewed in late 2010. The 
chapter begins by describing the data in relation to the core properties of teacher agency followed 
by discussion of the levels of agency described by participants. 
4.1 Core properties of teacher agency 
               The following section provides examples of teacher agency as described by participants as 
they exercised agency when engaged in curriculum change at the classroom, department and/or 
school level. Participants were considered to have high agency when they were successful in making 
or affecting curriculum change. Success in curriculum change was expressed by participants in 
different ways. Some considered themselves successful when departments and schools embraced 
their curriculum plans with minimum change. Others considered success to have occurred when 
some aspects of their plans were implemented. For the purpose of this study, both understandings 
are considered successful, as long as the participant considered they were successful. Regardless of 
what measure of success each participant subscribed to, success appeared to be closely linked to 
how they perceived their contribution to school and student learning. Participants were considered 
to have low, limited or no agency when they expressed feeling that they had little power to control a 
situation. For example, when curriculum changes were imposed on them these participants felt their 
position to be powerless in relation to curriculum change. 
Teacher agency in curriculum change was explored using Bandura’s (2001) four core 
properties of agency; intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness (Figure 
2.1). The core properties of intentionality and forethought is where planning and visualising 
successful outcomes occurs. Self-reactiveness is where the action for change is implemented and 
adjusted, while self-reflectiveness is where teachers reflect on what they have achieved and use this 
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as a guide for further actions. All participants (n=12) described exercising the four core properties of 
agency in their classroom curriculum. This section begins by discussing each of the core properties of 
agency with a further description of participants’ perceptions of their agency.  
Intentionality – teachers making plans 
Intentionality was demonstrated in descriptions of actions such as self-organisation, forming 
intentions for curriculum change, developing action plans for curriculum and developing of 
strategies required to realise these plans. All participants described this action in differing ways 
when they created or changed aspects of their classroom curriculum. An example of this was 
provided by Participant 7, who stated: 
…I went to the administration and said I would like a planning day at the end of 
semester 2 so we could re-evaluate and rewrite programs…administration 
thought it was appropriate that we [Home Economics department] could have a 
day together at school to be refocusing and making sure we are going in the right 
direction, so they gave it to us. (Participant 7) 
This participant expressed intentionality by requesting curriculum planning time from the school 
administration. A further example was provided by Participant 3, who described how he eventually 
overcame a lack of influence with administration by planning for and implementing the formation of 
a new department in the school. 
I personally felt I needed more of a voice, more of an advocate to take to those 
department meetings which I felt my subject was a little bit of a forgotten one…so 
I pushed a bit for a while…and we created the new department that way. 
(Participant 3) 
The two examples above also indicate that these two participants demonstrated pro-active 
agency in their pursuit of the desired curriculum change. They were willing and able to initiate 
actions with an intention to secure a safe and productive space for Home Economics in the 
curriculum. Other participants (4 out of the 12) indicated they had little or no capacity to make 
changes particularly at a school level and therefore they did not foresee making any plans for future 
changes. For example, Participant 9 stated:  
The reality of what is in schools makes it difficult to make the changes… stuff that 
my department can’t change anymore. (Participant 9) 
In this instance, Participant 9 was referring to school wide subject organisation, time-tabling and 
staffing, indicating that she was not consulted in making plans of action to initiate these changes. In 
the above section it can be seen that teachers who feel their input into change is seen as worthwhile 
express a proactive intentionality in planning for change. This proactive intentionality in relation to 
change can also be seen as the teacher having high agency in their ability to contribute to curriculum 
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change. In contrast, the teacher who indicated that her input was not sought did not express the 
same level of pro-active intentionality. Instead, this participant indicated that changes were too 
difficult to make because decisions were made at a higher level thus not allowing for any scope for 
her input. This level of intentionality can be considered as low agency, where the participant felt 
limited in what she could do in relation to curriculum change. 
Forethought – Teachers seeing desirable futures 
Forethought was demonstrated when teachers’ visualised curriculum futures, anticipated 
outcomes, planned for curriculum change and implemented their plans. All participants (n=12) 
described visualising desirable curriculum outcomes for their classrooms and how they had made 
plans to achieve them. Eight (n=8) of the participants described forethought at a department level, 
while seven (n=7) described it at a school level. For example, Participant 10 described forethought in 
all levels of curriculum in her school when she stated: 
I’m extremely effective at affecting Home Economics curriculum in the 
department because I have the final say, because administration trust me and 
believe in what I do and want to implement. I also have strong input into the 
school curriculum. (Participant 10) 
The above example demonstrated how some Home Economics teachers were able to plan for and 
visualise success in Home Economics curriculum at department and school levels because they 
believed they had the support of their school administration. In some cases, the visualised plans 
were used by teachers to further motivate themselves or their colleagues. An example of this was 
found with Participant 3’s comment: 
… this school was ready for it [Home Economics] to change a bit and so they 
[Home Economics staff] have always supported me and if I had a new idea or a 
new concept I wanted to try this or that they have been always been supportive 
that way. (Participant 3) 
The example above illustrates that Participant 3 had confidence in his capacity to achieve successful 
curriculum changes because of collegial support, indicating high agency. Personal belief in 
administration support and collegial support appeared to be essential for participants who were 
planning to make curriculum changes at department or school levels. Closely linked to forethought is 
self-reactiveness, which involved self-regulation and included making choices and plans, as well as 
changing plans and actions when necessary.  
Self-reactiveness – Teachers making adjustments 
Self-reactiveness involves self-regulation, which is the process whereby teachers initiate and 
continue thinking about their plans, behaviours and actions, which are all directed towards 
systematically achieving their planned for goals (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008). Self-regulation is 
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evident in the actions of self-observation such as monitoring, self-judgement (comparing current 
performance) and self-reaction (Bandura, 1986; Schunk et al., 2008). This study considered self-
reactiveness as evident when participants spoke of changing behaviours and actions as they 
systematically worked toward achieving planned goals. At times self-reactiveness included changes 
in the goals themselves. Self-regulation was evident when participants referred to actions of self-
observation such as monitoring and self-judgement of their own performance as they enacted their 
plans. The participants who described self-reactiveness did so by describing how they had modified 
or changed their curriculum plans as circumstances affected them. For example, Participant 8 
discussed a program she had written for Year 10 Home Economics. The program was not successful 
in its initial implementation, but was used in other areas in the Home Economics curriculum. 
I put together a couple of transition programs between Year 9 and Year 11 … they 
weren’t used because they were never sold to the students…if we ever need it 
again they have got it. I have used a fair bit of it for the Home Economics students 
if they have never done it since Year 8, so I am able to use it as an introductory 
thing for Year 11’s. (Participant 8) 
The above example demonstrated Participants 9’s capacity to make appropriate adjustments in her 
curriculum planning. It also demonstrated teacher flexibility and adaptability on the part of the 
teacher, when the planned curriculum changes were not adopted by the school. This response also 
demonstrated self-reflectiveness because the teacher had reflected on why the planned curriculum 
change was not successful. However, not all participants experience this level of high agency as shall 
be described in the next section. 
Self-Reflectiveness – Teachers reflecting  
Self-reflectiveness is very closely linked to self-reactiveness and is the final core property of 
human agency. It was difficult to separate self-reflective and self-reactive descriptions, as indicated 
in the previous participant’s comment. In the few instances where self-reflectiveness were 
identified, that included descriptions of participants progressively self-examining their own 
functioning, reflecting on their personal efficacy and the soundness of their thoughts and actions 
and the corrective adjustments they had made. An example was provided by Participant 9; in this 
case, the interview itself provided the participant with the opportunity for reflection as indicated in 
her response: 
Now that I think about it, I think I have actually influenced a lot more change than 
I actually realised. (Participant 9) 
The researcher would suggest that this response is indicative of teachers who reflect during 
professional dialogue with colleagues. However, engaging in a deeper level of self-reflectiveness 
appears to have been prompted through participation in the research. Participant 9’s comment 
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seems to suggest that she had not previously given a lot of thought to the influence she had in 
relation to curriculum. This is an intriguing notion, that teachers do not spend time to deeply reflect 
on their role in curriculum, particularly at a time of significant curriculum change. It is a notion that 
warrants further study. Another example of self-reflectiveness was provided by Participant 3, who 
on reflection described himself as being an effective advocate for the subject and instrumental in 
actively encouraging other Home Economics teachers to become advocates.  
Level of agency   
High teacher agency was identified in transcripts when participants spoke of their belief in 
their capacity to change or influence classroom, department and school curriculum. For example, 
some participants described themselves as able to control their teaching environment which 
resulted in their actions producing the desired goals. Participant 4 stated: 
 I think with Teacher X and myself, we are quite effective in getting things done 
within the actual Humanities department… What is said by the Home Ec. 
department is taken on board in a positive way, so I think we are quite effective in 
what we are doing. …I think we have seen quite a few positives in the last 2 years. 
(Participant 4) 
A further example of high teacher agency was provided by Participant 8 when she spoke of being 
vocal and forceful when planning for and requesting resources.  
We are not shy, we are a squeaky axil, and if we want something we tell them 
about it. If I put a case forward then it is generally staffed. … So I must admit they 
do tend to listen to us and I have never had any problems with getting stuff.  
(Participant 8) 
On some occasions participants spoke of having little or no agency in certain circumstances. 
Participants 1, 2 and 9 expressed this most frequently. Participants 1 and 2 believed they had very 
little input into curriculum at the department and school levels. For example, Participant 9 stated:  
To a certain point I can make changes in my classroom, I think I can instigate or 
assist change at a department level but I’m not sure of that, I don’t know if I can 
do it at school level and I certainly can’t do it at HEIA level. So it is very frustrating. 
(Participant 9) 
 
In summary, all participants indicated they had some agency in their classroom curriculum 
decisions. The degree of agency varied, ten (n=10) participants described high agency, while two 
(n=2) participants described little or no agency in certain circumstances. Nine (n=9) of the 12 
participants indicated they had high agency at a department level. Eight (n=8) participants described 
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a degree of agency at the school level. Participants 6, 7, and 10 all expressed high agency at the 
school level, while Participants 3, 4, 8 and 12 expressed some agency at this level.  
Participants’ descriptions of their teacher agency during curriculum change varied between 
high to low. Participants who held Head of Department (HoD) or higher positions described 
themselves as having high agency at all levels in their schools. Participants who were classroom 
teachers described themselves in varying ways. Three (n=3) of the six classroom teachers considered 
themselves to have high agency in their departments, while another three (n=3) classroom teachers 
described low agency outside of their classroom curriculum. It became apparent in this study that 
teacher involvement in curriculum change was a result of a number of differing factors. As identified 
previously, participants described different levels of agency at classroom, department and school 
levels. The reasons why teachers engaged or did not engage with curriculum changes were crucial to 
teacher agency; these contextual factors will be discussed in sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. The following 
section describes the three manifestations of agency identified in the current research.  
Proactive, Reactive and passive agency 
Participants demonstrated three manifestations of agency when they engaged or did not 
engage in curriculum change at classroom, department and school levels; these three levels were 
proactive agency, reactive agency or passive agency. Agency was evident when teachers 
implemented or resisted curriculum change. All four core properties of agency were enacted in 
proactive agency. Participants were identified to have proactive agency at any of the three levels of 
curriculum in their schools, when they independently desired, planned for and implemented 
curriculum change. The second manifestation of agency was reactive agency where participants 
reacted to a forced change and then proceeded to implement the change. Reactive agency was 
considered to have occurred when participants described they had been forced to make curriculum 
changes as a result of a school curriculum decision or a direction from the Queensland Studies 
Authority (QSA). Once forced to make the changes, they engaged with the change. In this situation 
participants did not initiate the change; rather they reacted to a forced change. These participants 
exercised the core properties of self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness. The initial forethought and 
intentionality were not evident as the teachers were not the initiators of the decision to make the 
changes. The third manifestation of agency was observed where participants withdrew from any 
curriculum change outside their classroom and demonstrated passive agency. In this approach, 
participants removed themselves from curricula change and withdrew into their classroom, where 
they instead focused on maintaining the curriculum they had previously taught. Agency was 
exercised as teachers enacted an approach to curriculum change that enabled them to avoid making 
any changes to their classroom practices. In some cases they may have appeared to others in their 
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school to have implemented the forced or directed change to their classroom curriculum, but in 
reality not much had changed in their curriculum or pedagogy.  
 Theme 
 Themes that emerged from the data included the impact of teachers’ feelings/emotions in 
relation to curriculum change, the impact of vocational subjects on the identity of Home Economics, 
changes in agency from one phase of the research to another (therefore, change in agency over 
time), the effect of job intensification for Home Economics teachers due to the impact of curriculum 
requirements at the national and state levels, and the variations in the kinds of agency expressed by 
teachers (pro-active, reactive and passive). At the department and school level of curriculum change, 
the core properties of agency occurred in one of three ways.  
1. Proactive agency at department and school levels - Teachers chose to make curriculum 
change themselves, and enacted the four steps of the core properties of agency, they 
displayed high agency and described high efficacy and motivation. 
2. Reactive agency at department and school levels - Teachers were forced to make 
curriculum change as a result of forced school or department changes.  
3. Passive agency at department and school levels - Teachers completely withdrew to their 
classroom. Outside of their classroom they had low efficacy and little motivation. This 
approach was specific to teachers and did not align with any particular method of 
curriculum change in schools.  
Proactive agency occurred when teachers themselves initiated the change, visualised and 
planned for it and were motivated to pursue the change to achieve their desired outcomes. 
Proactive agency was motivated by a number of determinants, these included determinants such as 
motivation to improve student outcomes or modernise the curriculum as well as support and 
encouragement by colleagues and administration. This approach aligned with the bottom-up 
approach to curriculum change which has been recognised by curriculum change researchers to 
provide teachers with the greatest sense of ownership and pride (Larson, 1992; Luke, Weir, & 
Woods, 2008). Teacher responses in this study reflected similar sentiments.  
Reactive agency occurred when teachers acted with responsive agency. This occurred in the 
research when teachers responded to forced or required changes. For example, teachers did not 
choose to make the change (with initial intentionally) nor did they initially act with forethought, they 
merely responded to forced, mandated changes in curriculum.  
Passive agency outside of the classroom was evident when teachers completely removed 
themselves from input or influence in department and school curriculum changes. Teachers 
described the circumstances that resulted in this approach to curriculum change was a result of 
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hostile environments in their school. For some it may have been a feeling of being excluded from all 
curriculum decisions by administration or HoDs.  
The following section will provided specific examples from the data that illustrate each of 
these manifestations.  
Examples of pro-active agency occurred when teachers themselves initiated the change, 
visualised and planned for change and were motivated to pursue the change to achieve desired 
outcomes. Eight (n=8) of the participants indicated they had enacted proactive agency at some level 
in their schools. An example of proactive agency was provided by Participant 3 who stated:  
When I first got here I saw there was a need to change the program because it 
was so old fashioned and girl focused, so I did. I had a look around at other 
schools, picked out the best of what I saw and implemented it here. It worked well 
so I was pretty happy with that. (Participant 3) 
A further example provided by Participant 5 who said: 
I knew the students and their parents wanted a lot more textiles in the program. 
That is what they liked and that’s why they chose the subject. So I changed it. I 
had to submit the changes a few times to QSA to get it right but it’s pretty good 
now. (Participant 5) 
It could be said that Participant 5 experienced self-reactiveness in this situation as she took it upon 
herself to implement changes in her class curriculum to address (react to) students’ learning desires. 
Having to submit her changes repeatedly did not deter her in her determination to succeed. 
A third example was provided by Participant 11 who described her situation a little 
differently to the other two participants. She described proactive agency in her classroom, however, 
her perception was she had little agency to affect curriculum change outside of her classroom. For 
example, she stated: They leave me alone, as I’m the only one in the school that can teach this stuff 
so they don’t interfere. I can’t do much outside the classroom though. Participant 11 was proactive in 
changing her classroom curriculum because of her perception that the school considered her the 
expert in this field in her school, so allowed her to change curriculum as required. It appears then 
that agency can be task-specific in that a teacher can feel proactive agency in one area of their 
teaching (classroom curriculum) but not have that same sense of proactive agency outside their 
classroom. 
Reactive agency occurred when participants were forced to make changes to curriculum at a 
classroom, department and school level. These changes were generally in response to an 
administrative decision, in some cases it may have been a QSA or Education Queensland (EQ) 
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directive. Reactive agency was demonstrated by eight (n=8) of the 12 participants. For example, 
Participant 3 stated: 
I had to make the change because they [administration] shortened the time I had 
to teach the Year 8’s. Once I adjusted it, it was ok, not as good as it was, but it 
was the best I could do is such a short time. (Participant 3) 
Participant 8 also provided another example of reactive agency. She stated: 
My school has been trying to improve the literacy level of Year 8s in the school so 
they told us all to teach a specific literacy skill at the beginning of each lesson. I 
have had to include a 5 to 10 minute literacy task at the start of each lesson. It 
takes time out of my lesson so I have had to change them a bit but I make it [the 
literacy skill] interesting by having it focus on the topic I am looking at for that 
lesson. (Participant 8) 
It would appear that reactive agency does not necessarily mean low agency. For example with 
Participant 8 the required curriculum change was forced onto her. This removed the initial core 
property of intentionality from the teacher. However, once the teacher accepted that change was 
Inevitable, she planned for and implemented her own curriculum that addressed the required 
change. Taking ownership of the change indicated high agency for this teacher. 
 
Passive agency was evident when teachers described withdrawing to their classroom and 
not attempting to change curriculum. Two (n=2) of the 12 participants (1 and 2) indicated they had 
enacted passive agency. In particular Participant 1, a late career teacher, continuously described 
herself as unable to make any changes outside of her classroom; she stated:  
It’s too hard to change anything, and they [administration] wouldn’t let me 
anyway. Anyway the students like it the way it is. (Participant 1) 
 
Participant 2, a middle career teacher, also described having little input or influence outside of her 
classroom. She identified her reluctance to become involved in curriculum outside of her classroom 
was because her HOD and administration were very unreceptive to changes initiated by classroom 
teachers and it was not worth the effort it takes to make curriculum changes because most of the 
time they just tell you no anyway. In Phase 1 of this research Participant 2 did not express having 
high agency in her classroom.  
In summary, all 12 participants perceived themselves to have exercised agency in their 
classroom curriculum, whether that be proactive, reactive or passive agency. Ten (n=10) of the 12 
participants described both proactive and reactive agency in curriculum change, depending on their 
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position in the school and their particular school context. All participants who held positions of 
added responsibility in their school, such as HOD, or another position within administration, 
described exercising both proactive and reactive agency at department and school levels. Passive 
agency at department and school level was identified in two (n=2) of the participants. In these cases, 
participants considered themselves unable and unwilling to attempt curriculum changes including in 
their classroom for various reasons. The following section will describe the contextual factors that 
were identified to have affected participants’ teacher agency. 
4.2 Contextual factors affecting agency 
 Bandura (2001) identified personal, behavioural and environmental factors as determinates 
in his Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model (Bandura, 1997). In the current research, these 
determinants were interrelated; each affected and was affected by the others in a process of 
constant curriculum change, and this interrelationship between the contextual factors resulted in 
some contextual factors found in all three determinant categories. In addition, many of the 
contextual factors identified in the research influenced people differently according to individual 
interpretations. The following section describes the data in relation to the contextual factors that 
were identified by participants to have affected their agency. 
4.2.1 Personal Determinants 
The personal determinants found in the current research included gender, chronological 
age, teacher life cycle stage, past experiences, feelings and emotions, teacher identity and 
motivation. These will be described below as they related to the participants in the research. 
 Gender and Teacher Agency 
Gender, as a personal determinant, referred to participants’ perceptions of how being either 
male or being female, helped or hindered them or others to achieve the curriculum change they had 
planned. Six (n=6) of the 12 participants (Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 and 9) identified gender as a 
contextual factor that affected their agency. They identified male Home Economics teachers had 
increased influence in school curriculum decisions when compared to female Home Economics 
teachers. There was a common perception held by these participants that being a male Home 
Economics teacher elevated the teachers’ influence in schools and improved the subject’s status. In 
comparison, participants described that female Home Economics teachers were perceived by their 
school and school community to occupy a traditional role, which had little influence, status or 
power. For example, Participant 4, a late career female Home Economics teacher stated: 
Teacher X is a great promoter of the subject being a male so it is not a ‘women 
do’, so that is great to have him as the Head of Department. (Participant 4) 
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Another example was provided by Participant 3, a middle career male Home Economics teacher who 
stated: 
When I arrived I kind of shook that [gender assumption] up a bit being younger 
and being male. That kind of messed with some people’s minds that way. It made 
it easier for me to make the changes I wanted because it was no longer female 
stuff. (Participant 3) 
The same participant later responded to the question: What has helped you the most to make 
curriculum change? By saying: 
 To be honest, I think myself has helped that, the fact that I am male and young. 
(Participant 3) 
He reiterated the gender assumptions held by six (n=6) of the 12 participants, which was being male 
(and younger) was an advantage when making curriculum change. Another factor common in many 
participant responses was the advantage of teachers having previous experience and age with 
interpreting and developing curriculum. The next section elaborates on this theme. 
 
Chronological Age, past experience and Teacher Agency 
Chronological age was considered a contextual factor when eight (n=8) participants spoke of 
their own age or the age of a colleague as having influenced agency. The other three (n=3) 
participants did not identify age as a contextual factor. A common theme for the eight participants 
described above was the belief that previous experience in interpreting and developing curriculum 
had given them an advantage when they attempted more recent curriculum changes. Other age 
related factors identified by younger teachers included perceptions that Home Economics’ image 
was improved when younger teachers were in the department. Younger teachers also indicated that 
younger teacher credibility was questioned by older teachers and older teachers were reluctant to 
change their past practices. Older teachers identified that previous knowledge and experience was 
essential when attempting curriculum change, something younger teachers lacked. They did, 
however, also describe that younger teachers had provided them with inspiration and new ideas as 
well as added energy to the department staff.  
 
Past experiences in teaching Home Economics and working with curriculum and syllabus 
were identified as significant when discussing participants’ current teacher agency in curriculum 
involvement. There were no patterns that occurred in the data when comparisons were made 
between the ages of the participants, their stage in the teacher life cycle, and the position they held 
in the school. For example, Participant 1 had been a classroom teacher for 40 years. At the time 
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agency in all areas of the school curriculum, indicating she had some in her own classroom, but this 
did not extend outside of that space. Participant 8, however, had been a teacher for four years and 
held the position of Home Economics HOD and senior schooling administrator. She expressed high, 
pro-active agency in all areas of school curriculum. In total over half the participants were either 
HoDs or subject coordinators at the time of the Phase 1. Eight (n=8) participants described situations 
where they used their past experiences as their knowledge base for decisions and choices they had 
made in curriculum change. For example, Participant 2 stated:  
Because I had come from working with a syllabus and working out curriculum, I 
streamlined what I taught…and I just worked it out for myself. I developed my 
own curriculum according to what I had done before in my past, in Home Ec. 
(Participant 2) 
In addition, ten (n=10) participants described success with previous curriculum changes as 
encouragement to continue to strive for more change.  
Three (n=3) of the four younger participants (Participants 3, 7 and 9) who took part in this 
study identified that their age was an issue in relation to their agency. For two (n=2) of the 
participants there was a perception that younger aged teachers enhanced the subject’s image in the 
school by appearing less traditional, which increased department influence on curriculum. Two of 
the younger participants who expressed this sentiment were HoDs (Participants 3 and 7), one of 
whom had less than five years teaching experience (Participant 7). This early career teacher was in 
her early 30s when she started teaching, but had, in the three years of teaching, achieved a position 
as curriculum coordinator and HOD of Home Economics in her school. She portrayed herself as 
having proactive agency and was very confident in her capacity to influence curriculum at all levels in 
her school. Participant 7 identified having a department of younger Home Economics teachers was 
an advantage as it improved the subject image and enabled a more modern curriculum to be taught. 
The other participant (Participant 3) was male, and indicated that the combination of being male as 
well as young worked to his advantage. The disadvantage of being a younger Home Economics 
teacher was raised by Participant 9, a younger, early career teacher, who identified that her age and 
lack of experience had reduced her credibility with her older peers. She indicated her age appears to 
have affected her efficacy, which impacted her agency negatively. A third perception of age on 
agency was described by Participants 3 and 9, who identified that middle and late career teachers 
had prevented them making curriculum change because they were too young and less experienced 
so not capable of initiating change. In reaction to these perceptions, these younger teachers 
expressed the opinion that late career teachers were too traditional and reluctant to change past 
practices, and therefore resisted any change. For example, Participant 9 said older teachers were:  
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…too set in their ways and wouldn’t allow change because it was too much work 
to change what they already do. (Participant 9) 
This participant was an early career teacher and considered herself young when compared to the 
other teachers of Home Economics in her school, both in chronological years and in time spent 
teaching in schools. As with these younger teachers’ perceptions about the effect of age on teacher 
agency, older teachers in the current research conveyed beliefs about how age affected agency in 
varied ways. Four (n=4) of the eight (n=8) middle or late career teachers indicated age did affect 
agency. Participants 6 and 8 expressed the opinion that younger members of their department did 
not have enough knowledge or drive to make curriculum changes. For example, Participant 6 stated: 
I have to push them hard and start them off before they will do anything. 
(Participant 6) 
Participants 10 and 11 also identified that younger teachers lacked experience with curriculum 
development and knowledge about students, which meant they were unable to make valuable 
curriculum decisions. In contrast though, the older participants 5, 6, and 8 expressed the opinion 
that younger teachers were great resources, inspirational and capable of being included in the 
process of curriculum change.  
Two (n=2) of the late career teachers described feeling additional stress over and above 
what they thought their younger counterparts were experiencing as a result of the substantial 
Professional Development (PD) requirements related to National Assessment Program-Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN) and Digital Pedagogies. Both these participants were over 55 and suggested 
technological curriculum changes were more demanding for older teachers and that younger or 
early and middle career teachers coped better with these changes. They described the younger 
teachers as having an advantage of more experience with technology and the modern teaching focus 
than older teachers has. For example, Participant 8 stated: 
It was easier in that literacy PD for the young people who had no grammar, 
because they were just learning new stuff, whereas for me and for others who 
were older,…That’s what takes time for me now; I have to decode all of that stuff 
in my head and think it through and work out how is that going to impact on what 
I doing. (Participant 8) 
             In general, there were varying opinions of the impact chronological age had on agency. 
Previous experience with interpreting and developing curriculum was identified as essential when 
making curriculum changes, regardless of a teacher’s age. Younger teachers believed older teachers 
questioned younger teachers credibility because of their age, and they described older teachers as 
reluctant to change their past practices. Older teachers acknowledge younger teachers lacked 
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experience and needed mentoring in schools, but described the younger teachers as providing new 
ideas, inspiration and energy.  
Feelings and Emotions 
Feelings and emotions were an important personal determinant in agency as they had a 
significant impact on efficacy, work-place happiness and work-place involvement. These contextual 
factors also impacted on the participants’ motivation to either change or not change curriculum and, 
therefore, their agency in relation to curriculum change. All participants (n=12) described how they 
enjoyed working with students; however, over half the participants expressed negative feelings and 
emotions regarding teaching including feeling frustrated, being exhausted or tired and feeling 
disillusioned.  
All participants expressed positive feelings and emotions for teaching Home Economics and 
for the mission of teaching. Descriptions such as passionate about the subject and love of the subject 
were common. Six (n=6) of the 12 participants expressed the belief that the subject Home 
Economics should become an essential part of the school curriculum but were pessimistic about the 
likelihood of this happening in the future. On a positive note, nine (n=9) participants identified that 
their students motivated them. For example, Participant 8 stated:  
 I am very passionate about it, I just love Home Ec. So that makes my job very easy 
and I really love what I do. I love teaching and love interaction with the kids. 
Sometimes it drives you nuts but I really enjoy what Home Ec. is about. I think 
that’s what makes my job easy. (Participant 8) 
The most frequent negative feeling identified was frustration. The causes for frustration 
included feelings of futility related to a lack of success in achieving desired goals such as improving 
the subject’s image; making changes to school curriculum; an inability to improve school decisions 
on how to resource the subject; a lack of capacity to influence or change curriculum and a perceived 
inability to improve student participation and achievement. Feelings of futility caused by a lack of 
capacity to influence or make curriculum change at a department or school level, were common 
across all participants who did not hold positions as HOD. For example, Participant 9 stated: 
To a certain point I can make changes in my classroom, I can instigate or assist 
change at a department level, I don’t know if I can do it at school level and I 
certainly can’t do it at HEIA level. So it is very frustrating… I got frustrated 
because I wanted change and I queried a lot of things and the others were still 
stuck quite traditionally. (Participant 9) 
Other contributors to teacher frustration related to a poor or incorrect subject image included 
a lack of recognition for the subject area and its teachers in the school. Participant 6 described how 
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she had been an active advocate for Home Economics in her school over a long period of time, yet 
felt this had little impact on the school and students’ perception of the subject. Her lack of success 
impacted how she felt and what she was going to do in the future. She stated: Sometimes I feel a 
little jaded and wonder whether I have the energy for all of this (Participant 6). Similar sentiments 
were expressed by Participants 8, 11 and 12.  
This study also identified that teachers felt there was a lack of direction and understanding 
about the subject area and limited leadership had caused a degree of frustration. There was a 
perception held by eight (n=8) of the 12 participants, that curriculum understandings and 
expectations between teacher training courses, QSA, Home Economics Institute of Australia 
(Queensland) (HEIAQ) and schools, were all different, which resulted in confusion and lack of clarity 
for teachers and schools. In particular, Participants 6 and 9 expressed frustration with the difficulty 
of reconciling their personal curriculum understandings and aspirations developed at university or 
through workshops with QSA and HEIAQ with classroom reality. For example, Participant 9 stated: 
One of the most frustrating things I find is with HEIA and that level I am on and 
what is actually happening in the classroom. We are probably lucky if the students 
have actually bring pen and paper to class let alone getting higher order thinking 
and intellectual rigor … that is getting harder and harder…I was frustrated in what 
we were doing but that’s more because I had come from university and I found at 
times what we were doing at university was unrelated to what the kids were 
doing in the school…There doesn’t seem to be much similarity between what HEIA 
says about Home Economics in schools and what is actually happening in the 
school. (Participant 9) 
Additional causes of frustration included problematic relationships with colleagues and 
administration. This cause was significant for participants who were having problems with their 
administration, particularly with their HoD. For example, Participant 1 identified that her difficult 
relationship with her HoD was one of the most frustrating factors affecting her teaching. Participant 
9 expressed frustration that other members of her department considered her inexperienced and 
felt that this affected her credibility with her HoD and colleagues, who all had extensive years of 
teaching. She indicated the department was comprised of a number of late career teachers and this 
was why it maintained what she described as a traditional curriculum. In addition, she described her 
colleagues as reluctant to implement any new ideas or changes to department curriculum, which 
caused her a great deal of frustration. Participant 9 did indicate that this frustration had not 
deterred her from engaging in change and, indeed, she had implemented a number of changes to 
curriculum in her own classroom.  
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The inadequate or inappropriate staffing of Home Economics in schools was also raised as a 
cause of much frustration for teachers, particularly by a number of HoDs interviewed. Eight (n=8) of 
the 12 participants described some of their Home Economics classes were staffed with teachers who 
had no Home Economics background. This frustration resulted in trained Home Economics teachers 
having to mentor the new teachers, and take on the full responsibility of curriculum and resourcing 
for the subject without, it seems, much support from administration. The frustration expressed by 
participants included feelings of being undervalued and peripheral to the main stream subjects in 
their schools. For example, when discussing the topic of staffing Home Economics classes with non-
Home Economics trained staff, Participant 12 stated:  
This makes me angry, and frustrated and undervalued. I have done all this 
training, all the extra courses outside of school and still he [Principal]  thinks 
anyone can do it. You don’t find a drama teacher being told they have to take 
Maths or Science. But he thinks you can with Home Ec. (Participant 12) 
Further examples of this were provided by Participant 8, who stated: 
 I went down to admin and I said that I have got teachers who are teaching Home 
Economics [Colleagues allocated to teach Home Economics classes] that are not 
trained; I am suffering up there because I have got wrecked kitchens and rooms 
that are not locked and so forth. (Participant 8) 
Some participants identified the diminishing literacy and numeracy abilities of their current students 
as a further cause for their frustration. For example, Participant 9 stated:  
The literacy, numeracy and language level of the kids is a bit frustrating. When 
the kids can’t do basic stuff that is a big hurdle. (Participant 9) 
As a result of this lack of literacy skills and the increased focus of schools on improving student 
literacy, Participant 9 wrote and implemented a Home Economics themed literacy development unit 
for one of her classes. A similar approach to improve student literacy was taken by Participant 8, but 
rather than write a stand-alone unit of work, this teacher wrote a 15 to 20 minute teaching episode 
to implement within the existing Home Economics program. These examples indicated that although 
teachers found the literacy levels of students frustrating, they did exercise proactive agency by 
planning curriculum to address the cause of their frustration. 
Fatigue caused by job intensification was identified as a common theme by nine (n=9) of the 
12 participants.  Job intensification left participants feeling that they did not have enough time to do 
all the things they would like to do. Participants identified the contributing factors toward job 
intensification including constant curriculum change, uncertainty about the future of the subject in 
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schools, and the increased need to improve the subject image in schools. Participant 6, when asked 
what inhibited her work in curriculum, stated: 
Just my energy levels…with energy levels you have got to be on every committee 
that means you need a lot of energy and time is a bit factor. I would like to see 
Home Economics valued more. I’m sick of fighting for our place in the curriculum. I 
was doing that in my last lot of teaching, where does it fit. They keep on doling 
out bits to the Physical Education and then a bit over to here and a bit over there, 
but, I don’t care if we don’t get called Home Economics. I just want to make sure 
that we don’t lose what we have. We need to find our niche and not have it 
threatened. It is really disquieting for Home Economics teachers to feel that this 
very valuable subject is being demeaned really. (Participant 6)  
Fatigue was a recurring theme that affected these teachers agency as they described it had impacted 
teacher efficacy and the time and energy available to them to plan and implement new curriculum.  
 In summary, discussion of teacher feelings and emotions appeared in the data repeatedly. It 
affected teacher efficacy and agency. All participants expressed enjoyment when working with 
students, however, a number of factors contributed to them describing feelings of frustration. These 
factors included participant perceptions of continued failure to improve misunderstandings about 
the subject, as well as the low status, position and image of Home Economics as a subject after 
concerted efforts to improve them. In addition, participants identified administrative disregard for 
the subject and Home Economics teacher professionalism as well as problematic relationships with 
administration contributed toward feelings of frustration.  
Teacher identity 
In relation to teacher identity, all participants (n=12) described themselves as Home 
Economics teachers; this included the two teachers who had not completed Home Economics 
teacher training in their tertiary training years. The comment: I am a Home Ec. Teacher (Participant 
7) was typical of how each participant described themselves. Seven of the 12 participants indicated 
their professional teacher identity was stereotyped into a traditional perception of Home Economics 
by colleagues, administration, students and parents. The participants who did not identify that they 
had been tagged with the traditional stereotype were male, younger or held high administrative 
positions in their school. Participants also identified a number of misconceptions they believed were 
held about the subject area and Home Economics teachers in general. These misconceptions were 
aligned with the gender stereotyping of the subject, where the school community considered Home 
Economics a girls subject comprised of cooking and sewing. It also included a more recent concern 
with confusion between Home Economics and two other secondary school subjects; Hospitality and 
Hospitality Studies. All three subjects are very different; however, these differences appeared to be 
79 
  
not widely understood in the school and broader community, according to the teachers in the 
current research. 
These misconceptions, as expressed by the participants in the current research, can be 
placed into five broad categories. 
1. The traditional perception of Home Economics as a cooking and sewing subject 
meant Home Economics teachers were considered the cooking and sewing teachers 
(Participant 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, and 12) and all of the negative connotations perceived 
associated with this such as Home Economics is an easy subject for students.  
2. The hands-on aspects of the subject resulted in it being considered non-academic 
and an easy subject for students to do and teachers to teach. This resulted in the 
subject being seen by school administration as a subject choice for disengaged, 
difficult or less academic students (Participant 3, 8 and 9) and one that could be 
taught by any teacher regardless of skills and prior knowledge (Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 
8, and 12). 
3. The lack of perceived future for the subject in schools which resulted in problems 
with staffing, subject time-tables, resources, and curriculum decisions (all 
participants).  
4. Many schools assumed the school subjects of Home Economics and Hospitality were 
very similar, and as a result, Home Economics teachers were required to teach 
Hospitality, and vice versa knowledge (Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 12). 
5. In some schools, subject inclusion decisions were made by administrations based on 
misconception 4 (Participants 1, 2, 8 and 12). As a result, schools were choosing 
between Home Economics and Hospitality in the school curriculum assuming they 
were the same or similar.  
All these misconceptions left Home Economics teachers feeling they were considered less 
professional or capable, less valued, and less able to influence department and school curriculum 
decisions, which had a direct effect on their identity as both teachers and specifically, Home 
Economics teachers.  
The push in many schools for Home Economics teachers to teach Vocational Education and 
Training VET subjects, particularly Hospitality, was also identified by nine (n=9) of the 12 participants 
as a challenge to Home Economics in their school, and their identity as Home Economics teachers. 
These teachers suggested that they could not be both a Home Economics teacher and a Hospitality 
teacher and as a result had to choose. As a result, participants expressed concern about their place 
and position in schools and implied that their professionalism as valued, highly trained Home 
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Economics teachers was constantly being challenged and underrated. Some participants  expressed 
concern that their Home Economics teacher identity was under threat as their school required them 
to develop skills and qualifications to teach Hospitality, while development in Home Economics were 
ignored.  
For example, Participant 2 stated: 
 …I will really have to step up to the plate and get to know the ins and outs of VET 
which I have always relied on M [HOD]  because I have always seen myself as a 
Home Economics teacher and I have loved Home Economics, I mean that’s the 
passion I have. (Participant 2) 
One identified consequence related to the pressure on Home Economics teachers to 
become Hospitality teachers was the deliberate choice by four teachers (Participants 4, 5, 6, and 12) 
to not up-skill in Hospitality as a way of avoiding the possibility of being required to teach it. This 
course of action was seen as a way of avoiding the possibility of being required to teach Hospitality. 
Two of these participants did describe this choice had negatively affected their employability as it 
reduced the jobs they could apply for. The choice to deliberately not include Hospitality as a 
teaching subject demonstrated high agency as it was an intentionally planned action. 
 The aforementioned discussion indicated teacher identity affected teacher agency in a 
number of ways and was closely related to subject image and subject stereotyping. All participants 
described themselves as strongly identifying with being Home Economics teacher and considered 
the misconceptions that exist about the subject and its teachers affected them in their school. These 
issues had an impact on teachers’ motivation to teach Home Economics, as described in the 
following section. 
Motivation 
Motivation was seen to be evident in all participants (n=12) in relation to different aspects of 
their planning for curriculum change. Participants frequently gave reasons for their desire to make 
curriculum change, and, in most cases, their explanations were based on improving student learning 
or improving relevance to students’ lives. Motivation to make change or resist change was related to 
all three levels of agency: proactive; reactive; or passive agency. In summary, proactive agency was 
seen to be teacher driven, reactive agency occurred where participants were forced to make 
changes, and passive agency occurred where participants described withdrawing to their classroom 
and not engaging with the changes.  
Motivation in relation to proactive agency that was teacher driven resulted in many the 
curriculum initiatives that were original and innovative. For example, Participant 3 was very 
motivated to change the curriculum of the Home Economics department when he arrived at the 
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school to take up the position as HOD as indicated when he stated, the existing curriculum was old 
fashioned and very female orientated; it had to be updated. Participant 5 described changes to her 
senior curriculum changes were motivated by a desire to meet the students interests, while 
Participant 6 identified changes to Years 8 and 9 Home Economics programs changes were 
motivated by a desire to make the curriculum current and interesting for all students. A further 
example of proactive agency was provided by Participant 8, who described a program she wrote as a 
Year 8 school elective to address literacy the needs of students that used Home Economics contexts. 
Motivation in relation to reactive agency occurred when participants were forced to make 
curriculum changes. Motivation to engage with the changes resulted from a desire to ensure quality 
in student learning was maintained, even though the teacher had not initiated the change. For 
example, Participant 4 described a forced change she had made to the Year 9 Home Economics 
curriculum as a result of reduced time allocation for Home Economics. In her response to make 
changes to her curriculum came as a direct result of a reduced and forced time allocation for her 
subject. Similarly, Participant 2 reacted to forced time changes in school curriculum by changing the 
curriculum she taught in her classroom. These teachers did not lack motivation to teach, but their 
motivation in relation to their agency for engagement in curriculum change was driven by a reaction 
to imposed changes by administration at their school. 
Participant 1 expressed passive agency in that she identified she did not make curriculum 
changes because: they [HOD] won’t let me change anything, she [HOD] thinks I don’t know what the 
students need. Participant 1 indicated she was still motivated to teach even in this difficult 
environment because she proclaimed she made a difference in the students’ lives. For example: We 
love what we do, we love the kids. I know I make a difference in the children’s lives, that’s what keeps 
me going. All participants were motivated to continue teaching Home Economics whether 
proactively initiating change, reaction to imposed change or passively accepting change.  
 On the whole, all participants expressed positive emotions about the subject and the 
students they taught, and their feelings and emotions impacted on how they worked and what they 
did. Yet all were frustrated in some degree with different aspects of their teaching. Some felt 
undervalued, others felt tired and misused. Regardless of whether demonstrating proactive, reactive 
or passive agency at some level in their school, most worked toward improving their class curriculum 
in whatever way they could. All participants considered themselves to be Home Economics teachers 
and felt the subject was a valuable inclusion in student learning. They all had a strong sense of 
identity as a Home Economics teacher, including the participants who had not specialised in Home 
Economics in their tertiary training.  
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4.3 Behavioural Determinants  
Behavioural determinants are how people behave and respond in given situations most of 
the time. The current research explored teachers’ conditioning through both the overt school 
culture and the hidden school culture, and modelling including vicarious learning that affected 
teachers when they engaged in curriculum change. Modelling and vicarious learning included 
descriptions of how participants had learnt to act (or not act) through organised mentoring 
programs, informal mentoring episodes or by observing other teachers and modifying personal 
behaviour based on these observations. A final behavioural determinant is the role of collegial 
relationships in teacher agency The following section discusses each determinant in greater detail 
and provides examples of responses from the transcripts.  
School Culture and hidden curriculum 
 School culture referred to by participants in the research included the culture of the school, 
what was valued by the school and school community, including the positions of power found in 
schools. School culture also included the embedded practices which in the research was 
sometimes found to have been school specific. School culture was found to be advantageous if 
the school held Home Economics in high regard; teacher described that their input into 
curriculum change in this kind of circumstance was easier for them to achieve. In general, in 
schools where Home Economics was recognised as a high profile subject, participants described 
themselves as  effective in classroom, department and school curriculum decision making. An 
example of a participant who considered herself as effective was Participant 5 who stated:  
The school sees Home Economics  as very valuable as it attracts students here 
from other schools...We have had a number of kids who have come over because 
they have a passion and they are not getting it over there so they come here. 
Administration say that we attract students so they are quite happy…and the fact 
that our students will enter competitions and have done well at the State and 
National level so that is all good publicity. (Participant 5) 
Likewise, Participant 10 described herself, as one of the key players in curriculum decision making. 
The Principal will consult with me on most decisions. I think this is because I am so high [part of the 
QSA team] in QSA. Similar sentiments were expressed by Participant 7, who was part of the 
administrative team in the role of Head of Senior School as well as HOD of Home Economics. In 
contrast, in schools where Home Economics had low status, participants described success was 
unlikely at the school level.  
             Participant responses also identified knowledge and understandings of school processes were 
advantageous for higher agency. Teachers who had learnt culturally approved ways of achieving 
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curriculum change in their school had enhanced capacity to influence school curriculum. In contrast, 
teachers who had little knowledge of school culture, whether overt or hidden culture, or had little 
knowledge or experience of administration decision making processes had reduced capacity and 
experienced reduced agency. An example of reduced capacity was described by Participant 9 who 
stated: 
I don’t know how they make decisions about subjects. If I did it probably would 
make sense to me but they don’t tell you much here. (Participant 9) 
Some participants identified the embedded school operational practices in their school had 
inhibited their capacity to exercise teacher agency to make curriculum change. The disempowering 
practices they discussed included curriculum decision making teams that excluded Home Economics 
teachers. An example of this was also provided by Participant 9, who stated: 
We [Home Economics department] were excluded from the planning stage when 
the National Curriculum decisions were being made. We had to make a big noise 
to even get heard. They [administration] just didn’t even think about us when they 
asked department heads to put in submissions. We heard about it through 
another person in a different department and had to get something together over 
a week end, where other departments had a couple of weeks. (Participant 9) 
 
 A recent school practice that became evident in the data, identified by 9 of the 12 
participants, was a change in priority teaching areas for schools. Many schools were no longer 
focused on identified local school interests and needs; rather they focused on the Australian 
curriculum and improved school performance in NAPLAN. This change of focus had prioritised the 
development of literacy and numeracy skills in students and elevated the position of core subjects 
such as English, Mathematics, Science and Studies of Society (SOSE), to the detriment of practical 
subjects such as Home Economics.  
 A final school practice related to the effect of school culture on agency was where schools, 
administration and at times colleagues encouraged or forced participants to maintain the school 
status quo rather that change practices. Bullying and intimidation were identified as tactics used to 
achieve school status quo For example, Participant 2 described an incident where she had been 
berated by her HOD for requesting a timetable change for family reasons. As a result of this 
apparent dressing down, the teacher was not prepared to request anything else for fear of 
recrimination. For example, Participant 2 stated:  
She [HOD] made it this huge, huge issue and when she came back it was just so 
huge…Well, I was the worst person in the world that she had gone to all that 
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trouble, it was only one hours work, but she said she had done three and a half 
hours trying to work out all this stuff for me and what, I don’t want it to change 
now. So from that I learnt I never mention anything anymore. (Participant 2)  
A further example was provided by Participant 12 who when asked about her capacity to influence 
school curriculum stated: 
 I can’t really do much because I have learnt that if you annoy him [Principal] by 
not agreeing with him, he can make your life very difficult. (Participant 12) 
 
These are examples of teachers learning through negative reinforcement not question the 
status quo. For example, Participant 2’s explanation of why she would not make any more requests 
was, it’s just the culture, you just make out you are okay. In summary, school culture was 
advantageous for participants in schools which had developed a high profile for Home Economics. 
For other participants’ school culture and embedded school practices were significant barriers, 
negatively affecting their agency and practices to engage in curriculum change.  
Modelling and vicarious learning in school culture 
 Over half the participants alluded that some form of conditioning had occurred that 
acculturated them into practices specific to their school. This conditioning was related to how 
teachers were taught or trained in their school to respond and think in certain situations which in 
turn determined how they acted. Conditioning was achieved in their schools through reinforcement 
such as rewards and punishments, which came in the forms of inclusion or exclusion from meetings, 
as well as the allocation or withholding of funding and professional development opportunities. 
Another method of conditioning was evident particularly for teachers when they tried to follow 
school protocol to have new programs approved. For these participants, these were indications of 
conditioning which had taught them to think and act in a certain way and so represent Home 
Economics as a subject in a certain way. For example, Participant 2 stated: 
The school wanted to be seen as an academic school so they decided not to 
include Home Economics. (Participant 2) 
In addition, conditioning also included learnt behaviours that enabled participants to achieve their 
curriculum goals regardless of whether it was open and transparent or subversive in a hidden 
curriculum. For example, Participant 1 described how she implemented her plans for classroom 
curriculum:  
 I never get anywhere by doing it that way [talking to the HOD], I always have to 
go behind her back and just do it in the classroom and hope that no-one finds out. 
(Participant 1) 
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It became apparent from participant examples that modelling and vicarious learning of approved 
ways of behaving as a teacher in a school can have both positive and negative effects on teacher 
agency. Taking not of the modelling of appropriate school behaviour in the current research is very 
closely linked to vicarious learning, where participants described learning approved behaviour 
through observation; this will be discussed in the following section.  
Modelling was evident in over half the participant responses. It was seen to have occurred 
through direct observational learning, when participants spoke of seeing or hearing about someone 
doing something that proved successful then implementing the observed or described actions 
themselves. This kind of observational learning is generally described as vicarious learning (Bandura, 
1977). Instructional learning was also evident, when some participants described direct instruction 
at professional development events or implementing actions after being instructed by another 
teacher. Vicarious learning through direct observation was evident when participants described 
occasions where they had imitated behaviours of others in their own school or from different 
schools because such behaviours had been successful. For example Participant 3 described using 
assessment pieces written by colleagues from other schools in his program because: 
… it had worked for others and it made my life easier because I knew it would get 
through [the] panel. (Participant 3) 
Direct observational learning was identified to be instrumental in how participants approached 
implementing new curriculum in schools, as well as decisions regarding new curriculum, and 
strategies to improve the subject’s image and attract more students. Participant 3 provided an 
example of direct observational learning when he described observing how other HoDs achieved 
their desired changes and then used a similar process to achieve changes that he desired. In 
addition, Participant 5 described improving the subject’s image and attracting more students  by 
observing how successful Visual Art had been with a public display of student work through an art 
exhibition. She used a similar approach to present a public display of Home Economics work using a 
fashion show. 
Vicarious learning through modelling was closely related to mentoring. In many cases 
participants described how they had been mentored by other Home Economics teachers or were 
mentors themselves. Modelling was evident when participants spoke of more experienced 
colleagues either showing them what to do and how to do it, or experienced colleagues describing 
occasions where they mentored less experienced colleagues. An example of mentoring was provided 
by Participant 9 who stated: 
 I found a mentor who was in Maths and I had other contacts around the 
school. So having that perspective probably helped me to accept the differences 
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in other subjects and to make changes that were more effective…. My mentor 
helped by watching my classes and giving me feedback on how I was doing 
with the students, commenting on what I could and couldn’t do, behaviour 
management and all that type of stuff. She ran a teacher mentor program at 
the school a few years ago but the school stopped the program. (Participant 9) 
Participant 8 described herself as an unofficial mentor for a younger Home Economics staff member. 
This mentoring was described by the participant as unofficial because the school did not formally 
recognise what she had done, and did not allocate any time allowance. The mentoring comprised of 
teaching him embedded school practices, expected behaviours and routines and behaviour 
management strategies. For example, Participant 8 identified she had to teach the younger staff 
member how to get around (Participant 8) the embedded practices that the school used to inhibit, 
control or modify teacher practices, which included a teacher’s capacity to make changes and 
participate in decision making. She stated:  
I had to teach him how to deal with the rubbish that Home Ec. teachers have to 
put up with, you know, things like putting too many students into the practical 
classes, and putting in the very naughty students because no one else will have 
them. I had to show him how to get what he needed for his classes. (Participant 8) 
A concern raised by Participants 6, 8 and 9 was the lack of organised mentoring programs 
and training made available to new graduates, particularly those early career teachers on contract. 
Participant 9 highlighted this when she stated:  
I wasn’t eligible for the first year transition program; I wasn’t on probation 
because I was just on contract. With contract there is no probation until you 
have signed for permanency.  I was basically put in a classroom and let go for 
the first year. (Participant 9) 
Symbolic modelling was evident when participants described actions that were initiated or inspired 
through attending HEIA conferences, workshops, and Home Economics Panel meetings. For 
example, Participant 9 stated: 
Other things that helped me included HEIA, to a point. I could go along and 
hear what other teachers were doing when I was frustrated, even if I couldn’t 
hear it was happening in my school I could hear that it was at other schools, so 
that was good to a point. (Participant 9) 
A number of participants, however, lamented there were too few opportunities for symbolic 
modelling because there was a lack of PD provided by HEIA and QSA focused on Home Economics 
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They considered lack of PD to be to their detriment because appropriate, current and innovative PD 
improved their capacity to make curriculum changes.  
Collegial Relationships and Teacher Agency 
Most participants expressed satisfaction with their superior-subordinate workplace 
relationships. All of the HoDs were confident their department was functioning well and there were 
good relationships among all teachers, including themselves. The few who expressed concern in this 
area were those participants who were not HoDs (Participants 1, 2 and 9). These participants 
described their HOD as their superior with whom they had difficulties in a variety of ways including 
personality clashes, and reluctance on the part of the HoD to change department curriculum. 
Participant 7 described her HOD as the cause of a great deal of her frustration to the point where 
she had considered leaving the teaching profession. Participants 1 and 2 described a kind of 
collective agency where they approached the HoD as a united group with co-workers as their way to 
achieve curriculum goals. For example, Participant 1 described the following situation: 
 When J [colleague] said she was going to do them [a change to the curriculum] 
regardless; she [HOD] backed down as she couldn’t take two of us on. (Participant 
1) 
The importance of collegial support to improve teacher agency was also identified by Participant 4 
who stated:  
I think the fact that Teacher X and I stand as a united front in where we are 
hoping to go, I think that also helps. We don’t have differing views of where we 
want to take the subject. (Participant 4) 
         All but one participant indicated they had good relationships with their immediate subject 
colleagues One participant (Participant 9) who described poor relationships with her colleagues, 
attributed their poor relationship to her colleagues being too old and traditional. She identified her 
presence challenged her colleagues in ways they did not want to be challenged. The final factor 
impacting on teachers’ agency is environmental determinants. These are described in the following 
section. 
4.4 Environmental Determinants 
The school environment was identified by all participants (n=12) as being a significant 
influence on their capacity to exercise agency. The environmental determinants identified in the 
current research were the impact of school administration on teachers’ agency, the subject 
department organisational model and where Home Economics is placed in school curriculum, the 
changing roles of HoDs curriculum decision making, the impact of how vocational education subjects 
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were placed in the school and the impact of affiliated organisations such as QSA and HEIAQ. The 
following sub-section begins by discussing the effects of school administration on teacher agency. 
School Administration  
This study interviewed teachers from the three systems that are integral in the Queensland 
school system, state high schools and private/independent and religious schools. Participants 
described specific contextual factors that related to the system in which they worked which affected 
their agency in relation to curriculum change. These factors included choice and implementation of 
curriculum and syllabi; professional development opportunities and requirements; resourcing, and 
staffing. Participants from the private and independent schools implied that they were better 
resourced in terms of equipment, materials and staffing than their state system counterparts. In 
addition, the private and independent school teachers suggested that they had more freedom to 
make curriculum decisions. However, they did consider themselves disadvantaged when it came to 
PD. As this research is capturing the perceptions of participants in relation to their agency, there is 
no attempt here to verify or dispute this thinking. Participants employed in EQ schools generally 
expressed concern about the amount of curriculum changes required of them. As described in 
Chapter 2, there has been continuous change in Queensland school over a long period of time. 
Home Economics, as a subject, has had to struggle to maintain a position in the curriculum through 
many of these changes. The participants in the current research who worked in EQ schools described 
that these forced curriculum changes have resulted in an increasing their work-load, which has been 
exacerbated by altered department structures and increased PD requirements. These participants 
intimated that their private school counterparts had not been required to do as much alteration. 
All 12 participants recognised school administration to include the Principal, Deputy Principals, 
Heads of School, Curriculum Coordinators and other teachers in positions of responsibility above the 
HOD. All participants identified School administration’s attitude and understandings of Home 
Economics affected their teacher agency at a department and school level. Half the participants 
identified that their agency was high because administration trusted, respected and supported them 
(Participants 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 10). In these circumstances, teachers spoke with confidence about 
their capacity to affect and influence curriculum at most levels in their school. They also 
acknowledged where they could not make changes, but were not deterred from trying. For example, 
Participant 4 stated: 
 Because we teach between us [Home Economics classes] about a third of the 
high school and, they sort of look at that as a valuable input to the students. So 
they value our comments as professionals within the subject and take it on board 
what we say, especially because the Head of Humanities is not Home Economics 
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trained, is gaining knowledge of the subject that would value input from us. 
(Participant 4) 
Likewise, Participant 5 expressed the following:  
Administration have complete trust and belief in me, they don’t question. If I want 
to put an amendment [to the curriculum] I just go and do it. (Participant 5) 
There were however, a larger number of contextual factors described by participants that 
inhibited or prevented the maintenance of high agency. These contextual factors included the 
allocation of non-trained Home Economics staff to teach the subject, time table allocation for the 
subject including time allocation; misunderstanding about the subject and inequitable allocation of 
resources, rooms and equipment. 
Subject department organisational model 
Phase 1 data identified there had been changes to subject department organisational 
structures in all participants’ schools. The most common change was the amalgamation of an 
increased numbers of subjects under single mega-departments. It became apparent that 
independent schools had significantly different school and subject organisational hierarchies to EQ 
Schools (Appendix 5). EQ schools appeared to combine Home Economics with subjects traditionally 
associated with it such as Hospitality, Tourism and Early Childhood Studies. The names of 
departments, however, varied significantly. Two schools retained the department name of Home 
Economics; other EQ schools used names such as Vocational Education and Training, Applied Studies 
or Life Style Management. Two (n=2) of the five independent schools had traditional Home 
Economics department structures, while the other three (n=3) schools had combined Home 
Economics with combinations of other school subjects. For example, in one school Home Economics 
was combined with Japanese, Learning Support and History in a department called Humanities. In 
another private school Home Economics was combined with Hospitality, Visual Arts, Music and 
Drama and was called The Arts. This subject organisation was significant as subject department 
organisational models and the changed selection criteria for the allocation of HOD were identified by 
five participants from both EQ and private schools to have affected their teacher agency as 
described below.  
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Table 4.2  
School organisational structure of four participants 
 
School Department name School subjects HOD background 
E 
SHS 
Applied Studies Home Economics, Hospitality, Early 
Childhood Studies, Applied Fashion 
 
Home Economics 
B 
SHS 
Vocational 
Education & 
Training (VET) 
 
Home Economics, Hospitality, 
Tourism, Manual Arts,  
History 
D 
Private 
School 
The Arts Home Economics, Hospitality, Visual 
Arts, Music, Drama 
 
Visual Arts 
C 
Private 
School 
Humanities Home Economics, Japanese, 
Learning Support, ESL, History 
Home Economics 
 
The HoD of each amalgamated-department was usually drawn from one of the component 
subject areas within the department. In the school examples provided in Table 4.1, two HoDs were 
drawn from Home Economics and one from Visual Arts. The fourth HOD was not a specialist of any 
of the subjects for which she was responsible. Within the amalgamated departments, individual 
school subjects often had an individual subject area co-ordinator or senior teacher responsible for 
the detailed running of each subject area. In six schools the HoD had a Home Economics background 
and acted as HoD for the amalgamated subjects and as subject co-ordinator for Home Economics. In 
four schools the HoD was drawn from another subject area within the amalgamated department. 
For these four schools, two HoDs had Manual Arts backgrounds, one with Visual Arts teaching 
background, and with the fourth had a History background (Appendix 5). In this latter case, the HoD 
had no expertise in any of the subject areas in that amalgamated department. The HoD role 
expectations for all amalgamated departments included correlating information provided by specific 
subject area co-ordinators such as budgeting and timetabling, staff and resource allocation. Head of 
Departments (HoDs) were also expected to function as advocates for all the subject areas in their 
department in forums such as curriculum development, administration meetings and subject 
promotions to parents and students.  
For the schools where the HOD was not a Home Economics teacher, the Home Economics 
trained member of the department either became the administration nominated subject area 
coordinator or acted as an unofficial subject area co-ordinator. These co-ordinators completed the 
many administrative tasks required for the running of a Home Economics department. In all cases, 
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participants described that these delegated roles were carried out with little recognition, time 
release or financial reward. The subject area co-ordinator was answerable to the HOD.  
 Participant reactions to department structures and changing roles of Head of 
Departments 
The HoD as a contextual factor was raised by all participants who were classroom teachers 
but not by HoDs (Participants 1, 2, 5, 8, 9 and 11). The concerns identified by participants relating to 
HoDs included non-Home Economic trained HoDs running Home Economics department, ineffective 
HoDs who did not work well with their subordinates and HoDs who refused to change curriculum for 
various reasons such as reluctance to add to their workload. Participants 1, 2 and 9 described their 
HoDs as unwilling to change curriculum as it, made too much work (Participant 9). 
 A number of participants identified Heads of Departments who were not Home Economics 
trained as affecting their participation in curriculum change. Some participants described this as a 
barrier and implied it prevented them from making effective changes (Participants 1, 2 and 9). They 
also described that having a non-Home Economics trained HoD increased their workload because 
these HoDs lacked knowledge of the area or did not care about the subject. Others had developed 
ways around the problems caused by having a non-Home Economics trained HoD. For example, 
these participants (Participants 3, 4 and 11) suggested that non-Home Economics trained HoDs 
provided Home Economics teachers with more opportunity to make curriculum change and to 
influence school curriculum because there was no one telling them what to do they had to do. They 
felt free to make their own decisions. However, there were perceived barriers in these organisations 
which included being ignored and overlooked by the HOD, and struggling with a HOD who had a lack 
of understanding and knowledge and interest in Home Economics, which prevented the HOD from 
being effective. The administrative organisational practices adopted by some schools also resulted in 
job intensification for some participants, as Home Economics teachers were required to do the work 
traditionally done by the HOD. For example, Participant 8 stated: 
We have a Head of Department he is an Art teacher and he is now our HOD and 
we are under the Arts. So we have got Music, Home Ec., Art and Drama all under 
his umbrella. He doesn’t remember we exist…I do all the budgeting which 
generally all goes straight to the Principal. I find I have to because he just doesn’t 
care; he has a very interesting attitude… I get one period a week and no 
numeration for the job I do … Home Economics is just so involved, your budgets, 
your consumables, your every week shopping lists, your repairs, your 
replacements all have to be done by somebody, somebody has to negotiate all of 
that, well that is my job… The HOD is not part of the process; I think he forgets 
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that we are here. If I didn’t chase it up we wouldn’t even be on the exam 
timetable. (Participant 8) 
Home Economics teachers described the increased time demands occurred as a result of the 
changed role of their HoD from a subject department curriculum expert and writer to a Key Learning 
Area (KLA) administrator. According to participants, non-Home Economics trained HoDs contributed 
to job intensification for teachers. This change in role had resulted in HoDs delegating the task of 
curriculum development to classroom teachers; an issue further compounded by the problem that 
there were fewer trained Home Economics teachers in their school to share the load of curriculum 
development in a rapidly changing school curriculum. In addition, classroom teachers were required 
to fill administrative roles traditionally attached to HoD positions such as resourcing and room 
maintenance as well as incorporate increased amounts of required documentation and paperwork 
and meetings, particularly with the increased inclusion of VET subjects in their teaching workloads. 
 All participant provided examples of time stress. For example, Participant 3 stated:  
You have got so many time demands, you have reporting time lines … so I think 
how on earth will I work that out… you get to the stage where you are so busy in a 
school these days, for me to sit down and do a bit of research, it would take a 
whole pile of my time. (Participant 3) 
All participants identified they were using more personal time and effort than they had in the past 
for planning lessons, resourcing, and completing required administrative paperwork, which they 
attributed to their making up for the lack of trained Home Economics teachers on staff. This increase 
in time demands left little time and energy for future planning, therefore negatively affecting their 
agency. 
Heads of Departments who did not work well with their subordinates were seen as a barrier 
to developing proactive agency by Participants 1 and 2. Concerns raised by these two participants 
included poor communication with their HoDs; personal idiosyncrasies and differing priorities for 
them and their HoD; and multiple disagreements over course content and structure, special events 
and community involvement these teachers generally associated with the role of Home Economics 
teachers. Participants described that the personal idiosyncrasies and different priorities of the HoD 
included a reluctance of the HoD to increase their personal workloads, and a perception by 
participants that the HoD was more interested in promotion than remaining as HoD of Home 
Economics.    
The most frequently identified issue that impacted teacher agency at a department level 
was the allocation of staff to teach Home Economics. A number of schools had allocated non-Home 
Economics trained teaching staff to teach Home Economics classes. As a consequence, participants 
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experienced difficulty with planning and implementing curriculum, increased time pressure 
associated with mentoring new staff, and increased workload from the inability to equitably divide 
the writing of year level programs. There were additional problems with teacher, room and resource 
allocation for classes. For example, Participant 8 explained: 
 I have teachers who are teaching Home Economics that are not trained [in Home 
Economics]. I am suffering there … I have got wrecked kitchens and rooms that are not locked. … 
Staffing is a problem because of the number of classes that run. This year because of the increased 
numbers of Year 8s as well, that is a lot of my problems with asking for a Home Economics teacher 
because I have already had to pull in two foreign teachers to teach some of them… That has been a 
bit of a disaster. (Participant 8)    
A similar comment was made by Participant 4 who stated:  
 Within the department we have six teachers involved in teaching Home Ec., but 
only two qualified teachers, so really the curriculum changes come from the 
two qualified Home Ec. teachers and the non-qualified teachers accept it. 
(Participant 4) 
Two participants (Participants 8 and 9) identified the employing of contract teachers as detrimental 
both for the contract teacher and for the school. An issue further compounded by the problem that 
there were fewer trained Home Economics teachers in their school to share the load of curriculum 
development in a rapidly changing school curriculum. For example, Participant 9 was a contract 
teacher but wanted to be permanent with EQ. As a contract teacher, she considered she had little 
input into curriculum because her school considered curriculum writing the job of permanent staff. 
As a contract teacher she had little efficacy and little voice in school curriculum:  
It was difficult because I was afraid I might insult someone and at the time I 
was still contract so I wanted a position so I was being careful not to offend 
anyone too much. (Participant 9) 
The few participants identified there was an advantage to having a non-Home Economics 
trained HOD include did identifying that it was easier to make curriculum change when the HOD 
knew very little about the subject area. Participant 11 perceived that the HOD trusted her to make 
decisions about curriculum without any interference. For example, Participant 11’s response to the 
interview question, ‘What factors have made it easier for you to influence or affect Home Ec. 
curriculum in your department?’, their answer was …the fact our Head of Department is not well 
versed in our subject area, he is an engineering teacher. However, participants did say it would lead 
to an increased workload for the participants, as expressed by Participant 8. Participants 3 and 4 
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found their HOD willing to learn, a good listener and an excellent advocate for the subject, even 
though the HOD had no Home Economics background. For example, Participant 3 stated: 
He is very supportive…He does a good job and from that we have been able to not 
waste time…he has had heaps of managerial experience in his previous schools. 
(Participant 3) 
In this case, the HoDs’ advanced managerial skills overcame his lack of knowledge. Three (n=3) of the 
participants indicated that time stress was caused by increased job requirements as they were 
required to complete the tasks traditionally completed by HoDs. Lack of time meant teachers lacked 
the time, energy and enthusiasm for planning and implementing new curriculum, particularly at the 
very demanding school level which, in turn, affected their agency in engaging in curriculum change 
negatively. 
Curriculum decision making 
The formal significant curriculum documents identified by the Home Economics teachers in 
this study included the AC, the State Home Economics curriculum produced by the QSA, and school 
curriculum or curriculum in practice, produced by individual schools that controlled the day to day 
life for teachers in schools. According to the participants the AC contributed uncertainty and 
insecurity because their schools had not disclosed how the required AC changes were to be 
implemented. The state curriculum was described as stressful and had created unnecessary extra 
work and lacked direction. This was directly related to the rewriting of the senior Home Economics 
program and the lack of curriculum for Years 8 to 10.Their school curriculum was the immediate 
curriculum that they had to work with and was of greatest concern to them, although the AC and 
state curriculum contributed to this concern.  
Each school had a different organisational set up and a different method of deciding 
curriculum issues, which resulted in a full range of curriculum decision making styles across the 
schools. Some schools allowed the teachers or HOD to make all curriculum decisions as indicated by 
Participant 10 who stated:  
Administration has full confidence in me...I can pretty much do what I want. But I 
am careful to make sure it would be in the best interests of the school and our 
students. (Participant 10) 
Participants 3 and 7 expressed similar opinions. These three participants (Participants 3, 7 and 10) 
were all HoDs of their departments. Three (n=3) of the 12 participants suggested that their schools 
allowed teachers or the HOD to make curriculum decisions based on reasoning and persuasion. 
Participant 4 and 6 expressed similar sentiments to Participant 3, who stated:  
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To get things to change you just have to develop a good case, put all the facts 
together, make it look like it will be good for the school and then be able to 
defend it. (Participant 3) 
Seven (n=7) of the 12 participants described that their administration had full control over 
curriculum decisions, and that administration did not seek teacher input. For example, Participant 11 
described personal input into any curriculum decision was at the discretion of her administration: 
 We are able to have a say [in curriculum matters] when teachers are given one. 
Often decisions are made by the Curriculum Council [of the school] and we are 
informed only when they want us to implement their wishes. (Participant 11) 
Similar sentiments were expressed by Participants 1, 2, 7, 9 and 12.  
Queensland formal curriculum 
The Queensland formal curriculum requirements were identified by all participants to have a 
major influence on teacher involvement with curriculum and curriculum change. The most 
frequently mentioned formal curriculum concern was the pending introduction of the new senior 
Home Economics syllabus (2010), and the difficulty participants had experienced with the Panel 
process and personnel. Two of the 10 schools in which participants worked did not offer senior 
Home Economics. Instead these two schools followed the VET certificate courses for their senior 
subjects and offered syllabus courses such as the Clothing and Footwear Studies Area Specification 
(SAS) courses focused on Textiles and Fashion or Hospitality. In the eight schools that offered senior 
Home Economics, participants who taught junior and middle school Home Economics used school 
developed curriculum, as there was no junior Home Economics state syllabus. There was a draft 
syllabus available from the QSA website; however, the participants appeared to be unaware of it.   
Participants described that the senior Home Economics syllabus documents were comprised 
of a detailed senior Home Economics course for Years 11 and 12, moderated by QSA using a Panel 
process. The concerns raised included a perceived lack of time for teachers to write the new school 
syllabus to meet the 2010 Home Economics syllabus [NB: this Phase of data collection occurred in 
2010]. In addition, six (n=6) participants identified that they had difficulty obtaining correct and 
relevant information from QSA and State panel personnel that would help them prepare the school 
program. Participants were aware that the new senior Home Economics syllabus (2010) was being 
released imminently for which they would be required to write a new school syllabus. The 
introduction of this new syllabus contributed to anxiety and apprehension, as they had been told by 
the QSA that they would be required to write a new program of work for the school in a very short 
period of time. For example, Participant 8 explained:  
As a QSA panel member I have been advised that we will be the first to 
implement them [2010 Home Economics program] so they would like that roll 
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out before 2011 and I am waiting to see it. It was the QSA that told us we 
should be ready to roll with the new curriculum. That is interesting because I 
have written the school prospectus for next year and I don’t know how relevant 
it is because I haven’t got a clue what this new syllabus looks like. So that is 
going to impact on Home Ec. pretty significantly in our senior levels anyway. 
(Participant 8)  
As the new curriculum for senior Home Economics had not yet been released, only foreshadowed, 
teachers were predicting futures rather than expressing experienced concerns. The panel process 
was considered by seven (n=7) of the 12 participants to be an excellent source of support for 
teachers. They described that it had improved their understanding of Home Economics curriculum 
requirements and improved their school performance at Panel. For example, Participant 9 stated:  
I felt very ill prepared, I had no idea, I didn’t have a clue. I had no idea what 
verification was so I joined the QSA and became a panel member so I would do 
verifications myself and learn how to do it. So for me that have been one of the 
most rewarding and time consuming things I have done. (Participant 9) 
Participant 7 expressed similar sentiments when she said:  
…being on Panel has helped because I get ideas and comments from other schools 
about what they are doing and there is some credibility behind their feedback. 
(Participant 7) 
Local involvement in regional Panels was considered valuable for curriculum and assessment 
planning.   
 The Year 7 to 10 Home Economics school curricula were developed by teachers in individual 
schools, with only slight reference to a variety of curriculum and syllabus documents including the 
QCAR framework. Participants considered the Year 10 Home Economics course to be a transitional 
year into senior years. It was loosely modelled on the senior Home Economics course. 
Development of curriculum for Years 8 and 9 was different to that developed for Years 10 to 12. 
Participants from four (n=4) of the 10 schools identified they had not used QSA assessment and 
reporting practices and had instead developed their own. Participants in six (n=6) schools had used 
a variety of syllabus depending on the KLA in which Home Economics was placed in their school to 
guide them because there was no formal Home Economics curriculum produced by QSA. Most 
participants expressed concern regarding the lack of curriculum for Years 7 to 10 to direct or 
inform teachers when developing school curriculum. They lamented that little material or 
resources produced by QSA that are available to them. Some mentioned having to rely on 
interstate material to fill the void that existed in Queensland Home Economics education. An 
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additional concern raised was the lack of control over what schools were doing in Home 
Economics; these participants saw this as detrimental because it resulted in significant differences 
in knowledge, content, skills and standards across schools. Participant 4 stated:  
…no one has got to the stage where they are mapping it effectively, there is no 
curriculum police and no one comes around to check what you do. (Participant 4) 
These differences were identified by all participants as a reality of junior Home Economics 
curriculum in Queensland because curriculum decisions were being made based on teacher 
preferences, likes and dislikes rather than best practice in Home Economics teaching. For example, 
Participant 2 stated:   
They don’t do Home Economics here [School A] because Mrs X [HOD] didn’t want 
Textiles. She isn’t into it, so that is why it never went ahead. (Participant 2) 
The lack of QSA formal Home Economics curriculum was seen by some of the participants as 
desirable. They identified that the lack of formal curriculum enabled teachers to develop targeted 
programs written for specific students and class needs. For example, Participant 7 stated: 
 Because we don’t have a curriculum as such in the junior school then we can do 
anything you want to do. (Participant 7) 
All participants indicated that to assist them in making better curriculum in schools they 
needed support, information and clarity particularly for the junior Home Economics curriculum, 
which had been further confused with the inclusion of vocational subjects such as Hospitality and 
Early Childhood Studies. The positioning of Home Economics in the AC had not been decided at this 
stage, however, curriculum had been written for English, Mathematics and Science. Other subject 
areas were still under development and discussion was ongoing between HEIA and ACARA about 
Home Economics and it’s placed in the new national curriculum.  
Participants 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 12 voiced a number of concerns which included: the dearth 
of information available to them and the difficulty of accessing what was available; and the 
uncertainty about the future of Home Economics and the effect this was having on school 
curriculum decisions. Participants were also concerned about the lack of mention of Home 
Economics in the AC, which indicated that the subject may be required to share a Domain (HEIA, 
2010). In addition, teachers identified the mandated time allocation recommended in the AC for 
the core subjects such as Mathematics, English and Science had negatively impacted Home 
Economics in their school curriculum by decreasing or removing class time allocation to Home 
Economics in their school.  All participants indicated that they continued to be apprehensive about 
the possible effects of the implementation of the AC on Home Economics as a subject. Some 
participants indicated that their schools were not making any school curriculum changes until they 
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had more information from QSA about how implementation was to occur. As a result of this 
reluctance to make curriculum change, any proposed changes by departments or teachers were 
not considered because school administrations were:  
…waiting to see [what] the new curriculum has in store for us and he has been 
holding back on changing anything until he sees that because I think the process is 
too long and time consuming really to change things (Participant 4).  
Some schools were implementing some aspects of the AC in priority subject areas such as English 
and Science. Home Economics teachers identified that focus on these subjects had changed the 
place and position of Home Economics in their school, making Home Economics and even lower 
priority than before. For example, Participant 9 stated:  
 The school changes now are rolling on the back of National Curriculum…because 
of these changes we felt we were going to be squeezed out…so we felt like there 
was no place for us and we didn’t feel supported from the admin. (Participant 9) 
The overwhelming response by participants was feelings of insecurity and apprehension for the 
future of Home Economics in schools, particularly because there was no information about Home 
Economics coming from the QSA. 
Impact of vocational subjects on teacher agency 
           The inclusion into the school curriculum of vocational subjects such as Hospitality, Early 
Childhood Studies and Textile Studies was seen by most participants as having both positive and 
negative impacts on school and Home Economics department curriculum and, consequently, their 
agency in relation to curriculum change. All schools in the current research offered one or more 
Hospitality and Early Childhood Studies subjects. Half the schools offered a separate senior Textiles 
subject. Two out of the 10 schools did not offer senior Home Economics at all. In terms of 
department location, in some schools Early Childhood Studies was placed in the same department as 
Home Economics. Hospitality was placed in the Home Economics department in eight schools. In two 
schools Hospitality stood as a separate department (Appendix 6). Textile subjects were either in the 
same department as Home Economics or placed in the Visual Arts department. It is in this diverse 
curriculum environment that participants described the effects vocational subjects had on their 
capacity to influence and make changes to curriculum in their school. In some cases there were 
positive comments; however, in most cases the vocational subjects, particularly Hospitality, were 
seen to have a detrimental effect on teacher agency.  
          Three (n=3) participants described the inclusion of vocational subjects in the same department 
as Home Economics had improved their teacher agency because it had increased student numbers in 
the department and had improved school and community recognition for the department by 
including a TAFE level course. Increased student numbers had improved the department profile 
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which enabled increased access to resources, staffing and input into school curriculum. Improved 
school and community recognition had improved department and teacher status in their school. 
Four (n=4) participants, however, identified that an increased number of students had chosen 
vocational subjects such as Hospitality in preference to Home Economics, resulting in a decrease in 
the number of Home Economics students and classes. In two of these schools, Home Economics had 
been removed from the school curriculum, and replaced with Hospitality.   
Participants also identified a number of other concerns associated with the increased 
presence of vocational subjects in their school programs. Four (n=4) participants described how they 
had to retrain in Hospitality to stay employed at their school. Seven of the (n=7) participants 
identified an increased workload resulted from the inclusion of vocational subjects from increased 
paperwork associated with vocational subjects and increased PD requirements. In addition, seven 
(n=7) of the participants described that having vocational subjects in senior school had an effect into 
junior curriculum and on staffing, as schools were introducing the vocational subjects at 
progressively earlier years.  
The forced retraining of Home Economics teachers to teach Hospitality to maintain 
employment was a contentious issue for the four (n=4) of the participants who were required to 
teach Hospitality in their schools. All retraining was done at TAFE and was done in the teachers own 
time. Schools generally covered the cost of the training, but teachers had been expected to find the 
time to complete the training and the work experience in the hospitality industry in their own time. 
One participant was happy with the opportunity provided to her; however, like the other three 
participants, described an increased workload and a changed role as teacher. The other three 
participants were not happy with the move to Hospitality, but believed they were helpless in this 
situation and had to do what the school required of them to maintain their position. They were 
disappointed that they were no longer teaching what they had been trained to teach. They felt 
teaching outside of their trained areas challenged their identity as Home Economics teachers, as 
colleagues considered them to be Hospitality teachers now. These teachers suggested they could 
not be both Home Economics teachers and Hospitality teachers and, as a result, had to choose their 
subject speciality. Participant 2 stated: 
 …I will really have to step up to the plate and get to know the ins and outs of VET 
which I have always relied on M [HOD] because I have always seen myself as a 
Home Economics teacher and I have loved Home Economics, I mean that’s the 
passion I have. (Participant 2) 
Participants described teaching vocational subjects such as Hospitality had resulted in them 
being required to complete lengthy and expensive up-skilling to meet the embedded TAFE 
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Certificate human resource requirements. This heavy time commitment to Hospitality had 
contributed to an already heavy workload, increased their dissatisfaction with teaching, increased 
their stress levels and lowered their sense of agency in relation to managing curriculum for Home 
Economics.  
Overall, the positive aspects of including vocational subjects, Hospitality, Early Childhood 
Studies and Textile Studies were increased student numbers and increased recognition of student 
achievement at TAFE level, which improved status and prestige in the department. The negative 
aspects of vocational subjects on Home Economics included competition between these subjects 
and Home Economics for student numbers, teachers being required to move teaching areas as well 
as an increased workload. 
Impact of Affiliated Organisations  
There was a mixed response by participants regarding the part affiliated organisations such as 
the QSA, HEIAQ, and universities had on their teacher agency. On the whole most participants (9 of 
12) considered such groups contributed by improving their engagement with curriculum change, 
which would improve their agency through various means such as providing Professional 
Development, network opportunities and advice. The concerns raised by the nine included; a lack of 
current detailed curriculum and syllabi provided by the QSA; a lack of appropriate and Home 
Economics focused PD opportunities provided by both QSA and HEIAQ; inadequate teacher training 
for Home Economics graduates and lack of support for new teachers in the schools, both by the 
schools and HEIAQ. The three (n=3) other participants considered affiliated organisations were of 
little consequence and played no part in their teaching lives.  
Of the nine participants who indicated affiliated organisations improved their teacher agency, 
three (n=3) were happy with the level of support they received and the opportunities that the 
organisations provided them for PD. The other six (n=6) participants suggested that the QSA 
appeared to have little involvement or interest in junior and middle years Home Economics in 
school. At this phase (Phase 1) of the research there was a draft junior Home Economics syllabus 
available from the QSA website; however, none of nine participants described above were aware of 
it. They also indicated that any support they were provided with had been focused on the senior 
Home Economics curriculum, not on junior curriculum. Yet it was with the junior curriculum that 
they and their schools needed the most help and most direction. For example, Participant 4 stated: 
I don’t know if QSA actually does professional development in Home Ec. I haven’t 
seen any. (Participant 4) 
These participants voiced the concern that Hospitality appeared to be of higher priority than Home 
Economics for QSA as more communications about Hospitality, PD opportunities and workshops 
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were available for this subject. Also of concern for them was the perception that their Principals had 
come to a similar interpretation. Overall, the common theme from half the participants in Phase 1 
(six of 12) was that QSA had not provided enough quality support and PD for Home Economics 
overall, and in particular, for junior Home Economics. 
The Home Economics Institute of Australia Queensland (HEIAQ) was also identified by these 
same nine participants as not providing enough support or PD for Home Economics teachers. It was 
described by four of the 12 participants as elitist (Participant 8), unrealistic in expectations and far 
from in-touch with what occurred in schools. For example, Participant 4 stated: 
We do have the Home Ec. committee or HEIA that is there for us but I don’t know 
if they are incredibly supportive of teachers, especially new teachers that are 
coming out into the schools. They are a voice for us but I think they need to be 
more proactive in engaging with teachers by professional development including 
workshops… I don’t think they just send through general information about what 
they can do for us or any professional development that is coming up. (Participant 
4) 
Participants identified the professional Home Economics organisation, HEIAQ, as important in 
improving their involvement in school curriculum, whether by supporting them or through providing 
PD, however, only three (n=3) were happy with the level of support provided. Six (n=6) participants, 
which comprised half of the total participants in Phase 1 of the research, indicated that they felt 
HEIAQ needed to do a lot more to support Home Economics teachers in schools. 
Universities were also described by four (n=4) participants to have affected Home Economics 
teacher agency in schools. The recent Home Economics teacher training completed by Home 
Economics teachers in their pre-service years was described by these four participants as 
disappointing. They indicated that the course had not adequately trained new teachers to teach 
Home Economics, a concern raised by an early career teacher, a middle career teacher and two later 
career teachers. These participants were of the opinion that universities should have provided 
direction and support to teachers in schools but had not done so.  
Summary  
This chapter considered on Home Economics teachers’ beliefs of their current role and 
experiences in department curriculum development. It also identified the contextual influences that 
impacted on their teacher agency during Phase 1 of the current research. All participants exercised 
the core properties of teacher agency in curriculum change to varying degrees. Teacher agency 
during curriculum change varied between high to low and participants who were HoDs or higher 
described high agency at all levels in their schools. Participants also demonstrated three 
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manifestations of agency when they engaged or did not engage in curriculum change, these were 
proactive agency, reactive agency or passive agency. Proactive agency occurred when teachers 
themselves initiated the change, visualised and planned for change and were motivated to pursue 
the change to achieve desired outcomes. Reactive agency occurred when participants were forced 
to make changes to curriculum at a classroom, department and school level. These changes were 
generally in response to an administrative decision, in some cases it may have been a QSA or EQ 
directive. Passive agency was evident when teachers described withdrawing to their classroom and 
not attempted curriculum change.  
Participants also identified a range of contextual factors that affected their teacher agency. 
They influenced and affected people differently according to individual teacher interpretations. The 
Personal determinants found in the current research included gender, chronological age, teacher life 
cycle stage, past experiences, feelings and emotions as well as teacher identity and teacher 
motivation. Behavioural determinants included how people behaved and responded in given 
situations most of the time. This study identified teachers’ conditioning through school culture and 
hidden culture, and modelling including vicarious learning as contextual factors that affected 
teachers when they engaged in curriculum change. Supportive collegial and administrative 
relationships were important for high agency. By far the most commonly discussed determinants 
were the Environmental determinants. These included the school system, school and subject 
organisation in which participants worked, the curriculum and syllabus documents they had 
available to them and the subject image and name. In addition, school administration, school 
culture, job intensification, and the role and function of affiliated groups such as QSA and HEIA were 
also identified to have affected teacher agency. 
The following chapter reports on Phases 2 and 3 of the research. Phase 2 data collection 
occurred one year after Phase 1 (2011) to allow for a time gap which would allow for any changes in 
Home Economics teachers’ agency to be recorded in relation to curriculum change. Phase 3 occurred 
one year later. 
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Chapter 5: Results of Phase 2 and 3 of the Research 
Introduction 
This chapter presents data and key findings collected during Phases 2 and 3 of the case-
study research which explored secondary teachers' perceptions of their ability to intentionally 
influence curriculum change in their classroom, department or school and the contextual factors 
that impacted or influenced their professional teacher agency when developing curriculum at any of 
these school levels. In Phase 2 of the research the researcher interviewed the participants one year 
after the initial interview, which was conducted in 2010. Phase 2 occurred in late 2011, using semi-
structured interview questions, to explore whether participants’ teacher agency had changed with 
the implementation of the national and state curriculum directives. Nine (n=9) of the original 12 
participants took part in this phase. Participants 6, 7 and 10 were unavailable for interviews for 
Phase 2.  
Phase 3 of the research was comprised of two feedback sessions conducted in late 2012 and 
early 2013, where a small number of participants (n=4) discussed contextual factors in relation to 
their agency. These results are presented in the latter half of this chapter. The chapter begins by 
discussing the core properties of teacher agency evident in Phase 2 data.  
5.1 Changes in Agency 
 As with Phase 1 of the research, all participants (n=9) in Phase 2 described exercising the 
four core properties of agency; forethought, intentionality, reactiveness and reflectiveness, in their 
classroom in relation to their engagement with curriculum change. There was evidence however, of 
some changes in teacher agency at some level for seven (n=7) of the nine participants in Phase 2. 
Changes in level of agency were elicited from participant comments when they indicated they had 
experienced either increased or decreased success or influence in school and department curriculum 
changes. For some, these changes occurred at all three levels of curriculum (the classroom, 
department and school), while for others it occurred at the classroom and department level only. 
Participants 2, 9 and 11 described increased teacher agency while Participants 3, 4, 8 and 12 
described decreased agency. In Phase 2, nearly all participants (n=7) described decreased or low 
agency at a school level. For example, Participants 3, 4, 8 and 12 described themselves as no longer 
able to influence curriculum at a school level, whereas in the past they had been. Only two (n=2) 
participants (Participants 1 and 5) indicated that their agency had remained unchanged from the 
previous year. Table 5.1 provides a summary of the changes in levels of agency from Phase 1 to 
Phase 2. Phase 3 discussed at the end of this chapter focuses specifically on the contextual factors 
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that affected participants’ agency and so is not relevant to the information provided in Table 5.1. A 
description of the levels of agency is then provided. 
Table 5.1  
Comparison of participants’ perceptions of their overall level of agency across Phase 1 and Phase 2. 
 
Participant Phase 1- Level of agency Phase 2- Level of agency Changes in 
agency Classroom 
level 
Department 
level 
School 
level 
Classroom 
level 
Department 
level 
School 
level 
1 High Low Low High Low Low Same 
2 High Low Low High Increasing Low Increasing 
3 High High High High High Decreasing Decreasing 
4 High High High High High Decreasing Decreasing 
5 High High Low High High Low Same 
8 High High High High Decreasing Low Decreasing 
9 High Low Low High High Increasing Increasing 
11 High Low Low High Increasing Increasing Increasing 
12 High High High High Decreasing Low Decreasing 
 
Little or no change in agency  
 Little or no change in agency indicated that the participants’ agency was considered stable 
or consistent when participants’ Phase 2 responses matched or were similar to those they gave in 
Phase 1. Participants 1 and 5 were identified as remaining at the same level of agency across the two 
phases of the study. Participant 1 displayed consistently low agency. She continued to describe 
herself with very little agency and expressed similar reasons to those given in Phase 1. Participant 1 
reiterated that a lack of agency outside her own classroom was a result of her Head of Department 
(HoD) preventing her from making change to department curriculum. She stated: 
 We are able to [change curriculum] in our classroom but we aren’t able to change 
much in the department, that won’t happen because M [HoD] controls everything… I 
know I have no say in what is happening with the curriculum; I just don’t try because 
when I say anything I just get shot down in flames. (Participant 1) 
Participant 5 retained high agency in Phase 2 of the research, similar to that described in 
Phase 1. She described curriculum changes she had continued to make in her classrooms and at 
department level. Participant 5 retained proactive agency in relation to curriculum change. She 
identified that, because there had been little change to school organisation or timetabling, there had 
been no need for her to challenge or intercede in school curriculum decision making. She described 
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that she had high agency in her classroom and department, and school administration continued to 
respect her decisions. She continued to modify and change classroom and department curriculum 
when motivated to. 
Increased agency 
 Increased involvement in the development and implementation of new classroom and 
department curriculum over the course of the year was described by three (n=3) of the nine 
participants (Participants 2, 9 and 11). These participants demonstrated a dramatic increase in 
agency when compared to their responses in Phase 1. For example, Participant 2 described writing 
and planning for new programs at department level at the request of her Principal. In addition, she 
spoke of her increased involvement with school PD opportunities, which included collaboration with 
her HOD; both events had not been possible the year before. Participant 9 described her 
involvement in the writing and implementation of new Home Economics themed literacy and 
numeracy programs for whole school implementation, and new curricula at different year levels. 
Participant 11 described her involvement in major changes to department programs requiring 
administrative approval and how she had successfully lobbied for and implemented a change of 
subject at senior level. This increased agency can be seen as proactive agency in that these teachers 
chose to make curriculum changes themselves and subsequently enacted these changes. 
Participants 2 and 11’s increased involvement was deduced from their descriptions of successful 
attempts to change school curriculum, although they did not state they had increased their 
involvement in school curriculum change. Participant 9 indicated she had significantly improved her 
curriculum involvement and was confident in her capacity to now make curriculum change in her 
department and school, in contrast with her previous experience. 
Participant 9 demonstrated the most dramatic improvement in expressions of proactive 
agency. She described being far more confident in her ability to make plans for curriculum change. 
By Phase 2 of the research, she had become more involved with department and school curriculum 
changes, something she had not visualised for herself in Phase 1 of the research. 
I have had more input because more stuff had to be rewritten. So the others tended 
to throw that my way because I am happy to do it so I have more input…I enjoy that 
part of it, I am getting more involved…My contribution is increasing. The more I write, 
the more they [administration] kind of respond. Not my status, but my credibility is 
getting a bit better…When I use to voice my views I use to get pushed back into my 
box, whereas now it is a little bit more open…It is a lot better than it was. (Participant 
9) 
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Participant 9 also identified that improved relationships with colleagues and an increased 
recognition by her administration had aided her participation in curriculum change. 
Participant 11 did not identify experiencing increased agency. However, she did describe 
actions she had taken that suggested high proactive agency. These actions included planning for and 
implementing a major curriculum change to a senior course by using her school’s established 
process for subject change. In the Phase 2 interview she described her motivation for change, the 
plans she had made and the course of action she had taken to implement these changes. Her 
motivation for the change was to improve student outcomes by providing them with more 
recognition for the work they had done. The impetus for change was her decision. As she said, it 
was: 
Driven by me because I wanted them to do that Certificate because I felt they 
didn’t get enough recognition for what they actually. (Participant 11) 
Participant 11 reiterated her belief that the school administration, in particular the curriculum 
committee, made all school curriculum decisions. She repeatedly stressed that final curriculum 
decisions were made at a school level:  
 …at a staff meeting, they [administration] will tell us what is going to happen and 
they will allow us to discuss it. But they pretty much do what they want … it is more 
they are informing us so they … are ticking the boxes and they have met the criteria 
that there has been consultation. We don’t actually have any impact on that. There is 
a woman and that is her job, she runs the program at the school. (Participant 11) 
Success was achieved by following the school’s established procedure for curriculum change that 
addressed all administration priorities. Participant 11 explained that, because the school was a 
private religious school that relied on high student enrolment and fees, many of the curriculum 
decisions were made based on cost, prestige and benefit to the school. The process she used to 
achieve her goal included obtaining support from the Vocational Education and Training (VET) 
coordinator, the budget requirements to make the change, and proposed staffing and PD 
requirements. She stated:  
I just had to tick all the boxes and the College liked that because it was good for them 
as well. I did have to do the research to make sure I had their answers to the 
questions about money, resources, and the prestige. (Participant 11) 
Participant 11 demonstrated proactive teacher agency by using existing processes to achieve her 
goal, while recognising the contextual factors that had impacted her proposal. Increased teacher 
agency for Participants 2, 9 and 11 resulted from increased awareness of the established school 
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processes, administrative and collegial support, and personal teacher motivation. For some 
participants, teacher agency decreased over the year. 
Decreased teacher agency 
  Participants 3, 4, 8 and 12 were identified as having decreased agency at the school level, 
whereas in Phase 1 that had not been the case. Participants 3 and 4 identified decreased agency at 
the school level only. Participant 8 considered she had lower agency across all levels of curriculum in 
her school; while Participant 12 described having lower agency at the school level, but reducing 
agency in her department. The factors that contributed to decreased agency for these four 
participants included school decision-making approaches to implementing the AC, departmental 
staffing changes, increased workload and time pressure, and problems with school administration or 
the school Principal.   
In contrast to Phase 1 of the research, in Phase 2, Participants 3 and 4 identified they had 
reduced involvement with school level curriculum decisions. Participant 3 indicated he had some 
input but he expressed doubts as to his capacity to influence the curriculum changes related to the 
implementation of Year 7 into the secondary college. He had retained the perception that he had 
high agency, but acknowledged administration was now the primary source of school curriculum 
decisions:   
We are talking about it at the moment and floating ideas that are about all…The way 
we do it [curriculum in Year 8] now will have to change and we will have to find a way 
to make it fit…We will require funding and we will put our hand up but they will let us 
know what is happening. (Participant 3) 
In the above comment, Participant 3 demonstrated reactive agency because the changes he had 
made to curriculum were in response to an administration decision. He no longer identified he 
initiated curriculum changes at school level.  
Participant 8 described low agency at the school level, something she had not disclosed in 
Phase 1. Participant 12 also identified she had low agency at school level, again a change from Phase 
1. Both participants contributed their low agency to conflicts with their administration. For one 
participant it was with the Deputy Principal in charge of staffing and timetabling, for the other 
participant it was with the Principal. Participant 8 also described reduced agency in her department 
as a result of continued poor relationships with administration, changed department structure and a 
new HOD. All these changes had resulted in job intensification, which meant she had little time, 
energy or incentive to make any curriculum changes, other than what was required by the 
Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) for her senior Home Economics classes. Participant 8’s reduced 
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agency is indicative of reactive agency, where a forced curriculum change had resulted in teachers 
being compelled to become involved in curriculum change.   
Proactive, Reactive and Passive Agency 
 Phase 2 of the research again provided evidence of the three manifestations of agency 
(proactive, reactive and passive agency), when teachers either engaged in curriculum change or 
attempted to prevent curriculum change. Proactive agency was less evident in this Phase. There was, 
however, evidence that incidents of reactive agency by participants had increased as they described 
more occasions where curriculum had to be changed or modified as a result of forced changes by 
their administration. The occurrences of passive agency appeared similar to Phase 1.  
 Proactive agency was evident with Participants 9 and 11 in particular. Participant 9 had over 
the course of the year proactively planned for and implemented a number of curriculum initiatives 
at all three levels in her school. Participant 11 had also planned for and implemented a major change 
to her Home Economics program at the school level. These changes required a lot of planning, time, 
effort and work. However, both participants described that they felt motivated to do what was 
required to achieve their outcomes. 
 The increased incidence of reactive agency for Participants 2, 3, 4, 8 and 12 was attributed 
to the increased number of forced changes to curriculum initiated by their school administrations. 
Participants described forced changes such as timetable changes, the inclusion of Year 7 into the 
school program and the Senior Home Economics program as having occupied most of their time and 
energy, which meant any personally motivated curriculum changes had being delayed. 
 The occurrence of passive agency in Phase 2 was apparent in Participant 1 only, which was a 
change from Phase 1, where two Participants (Participants 1 and 2) had been identified as exhibiting 
passive agency. In Phase 2, Participant 1 continued to describe herself as focused on her classroom 
and unable to change any curriculum outside of her classroom. Whereas Participant 2 indicated her 
Principal had requested her involvement in curriculum writing at the department level and, as a 
result, her agency moved from passive to reactive. 
 In summary, all 9 participants (n=9) again indicated they exercised agency in their own 
classrooms. In contrast to Phase 1, where eight participants described proactive agency, in Phase 2 
only two participants described this manifestation of agency. Incidences of reactive agency to make 
curriculum change had significantly increased as school administrations had increased the amount of 
forced curriculum changes on Home Economics in participants’ schools. The occurrences of passive 
agency appeared to have decreased as one of the two participants who had been identified to have 
passive agency in Phase 1, described becoming involved and active in department curriculum at the 
requires of her Principal. The following section will describe the contextual factors from Phase 2. 
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5.2 Contextual factors explored in Phase 2 
 The contextual factors explored by participants in Phase 2 that affected their teacher agency 
when planning for or making curriculum change were again organised in personal, behavioural and 
environmental determinants. The personal determinants discussed in Phase 2 varied somewhat 
from Phase 1 of the research as participants linked chronological age and teacher life cycle stage 
with past experiences and discussed these as teacher identity. Emotions and feelings were again 
discussed, and again they were linked to teacher motivation to make or prevent change. The 
following section will begin by discussing personal determinants. 
 5.2.1 Personal Determinants 
 The personal determinants included the contextual factors identified in Phase 1. Participants 
3, 4 and 5 again identified that gender had influenced their teacher agency. In Phase 2 of the 
research, however, they and Participants 8, 9, 11 and 12 focused on the effects gender, their stage in 
the teacher’s life-cycle, chronological age and past experiences, as well as the subject of Home 
Economics and teacher identity had on their agency. Personal motivation to make curriculum change 
was also mentioned by Participants 3, 8 and 11, who identified motivation as the primary cause for 
them to pursue curriculum change.  
Gender and teacher agency 
 Gender effects on teacher agency received little mention in Phase 2. The two participants 
who identified gender as a contextual factor again referred to how being male improved teacher 
credibility and capacity to influence curriculum change, and being female was considered a 
disadvantage (Participants 3 and 4). Participant 3 also reiterated that being male made it easier for 
him to achieve his goals. He elaborated further by stating that a male Home Economics teacher on 
staff helped to combat the gender bias in senior Home Economics classes. For example, he stated, 
the problem of all girls in the class can be changed by getting male Home Economics teachers. 
Participant 4 also expressed similar sentiments, and added:  
There are not many schools that have the number of boys in Year 12 that we 
do. Our numbers have increased [because of a male Home Economics teacher]. 
(Participant 4) 
 
 The other mention of gender was by Participant 11, who stated that it was easier to work 
for a female Principal than for a male Principal because: 
…You get recognition from different quarters...The person they got to cover it was the 
principal prior to the one that we have just had…she had an arts background and she 
is a woman and that’s a little bit different because obviously she is in a bit more in 
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touch with saying you know, well done and that sort of thing whereas it is a bit more 
difficult when it is a male because they are not so good at patting you on the back. 
The difference in a gender of the Principal has made a bit of a difference. The female 
is easier to work with because you get a bit more of that. (Participant 11) 
In this instance, Participant 11 indicated that her female Principal provided positive feedback, which 
motivated and encouraged further effort on her part. Overall, participant responses to gender as a 
contextual factor were similar to Phase 1.  
Teacher life cycle stage and chronological age  
 A teacher’s life cycle stage and chronological age were identified by Participants 2, 3, 4, 8, 9 
and 12 to have affected their own or another teacher’s agency. Participants 3, 4 and 9 described 
many older and late career teachers as reluctant to change past practices and being resistant to 
change, a similar result to that found in Phase 1. Participant 9 again indicated older and later career 
teachers were a barrier to agency for her in her school. She described her HoD as …old and 
traditional, not inclined to change. Participant 3 described his early experiences at his current school 
as having been impacted by an older and late career teacher because she was …close to retirement, 
so didn’t want to change. Participant 2 likewise described experiences with late career teachers to 
include ‘…they felt they knew better and they were too stuck in their ways’. Participant 2 attributed 
her HoD’s reluctance or inability to make curriculum change due to the HoD’s lack of knowledge 
about Home Economics. She described her HoD had established personal relationships with 
administration, and followed established traditions and procedures in the department, all of which 
made it difficult for any other teacher to introduce change to curriculum. For instance, she described 
the following about her working relationship with her HoD in the following way, 
X [The HOD] has been there 25 years and she has a lot of control and a lot of 
inflexibility. She likes things to be done the same way because that is just how it 
was done in the past and that is all she knows. So challenging that is a real 
issue. She is also very connected to administration, so if we disagree with her 
then we don’t have anywhere to go after that. It is more traditions than 
anything. (Participant 2) 
The advantages of having a younger Home Economics teacher in a school department were 
identified by Participants 3, 4, 8 and 9. Younger Home Economics teachers were again described by 
Participants 4 and 8 as an asset as they were innovative and contributed new ideas, new energy, and 
current subject knowledge. Participant 8 described younger Home Economics teachers as 
inspirational for middle and late teachers. Having younger teachers on staff had also resulted in new 
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and exciting curriculum. It also was considered by Participants 3 and 4 to portray a better image for 
the subject  
Two of the younger participants (Participants 9 and 12) considered being a younger teacher 
in a department or school had been a disadvantage hindering their agency. Participant 9 related 
having less experience meant colleagues considered her to have less credibility. She saw this 
situation improving, particularly as she became increasingly involved in department and school 
curriculum development:  
At times I think my colleagues and administration don’t take me seriously 
because I am younger than them, but it’s getting better. (Participant 9) 
While she expressed that her age was regarded as a sign of inexperience, she indicated that 
colleague perceptions were changing. Participant 12 said that administration deemed her too 
inexperienced even though she held the position of HoD. The Principal in particular had discarded 
her contribution to curriculum considerations. Participant 12 stated:  
He [Principal] doesn’t think I know what I am talking about, maybe because I’m 
young. (Participant 12) 
Overall, the younger and early career teachers were far more critical of the middle and later 
career teachers than in Phase 1. In contrast, the older and late career teachers were a less critical of 
the younger teachers. In data for Phase 2 there was more mention by middle and late career 
teachers of the advantages of having younger teachers in the department.  
Past experiences and agency 
Past experiences were identified by Participants 2, 9 and 11 to be very influential in 
improving teacher agency. The specific past experiences that had improved their personal agency 
were, 
 Their prior experiences in curriculum planning,  
 Improved understand and management of classroom process and student 
behaviour,  
 Increased knowledge of their school’s culture and decision making processes.  
  Formal recognition for their curriculum work by others in the school 
All these factors had improved both their efficacy and their personal image in the school. For the 
other participants (n=6), there was little change in their responses from Phase 1 regarding the 
influence of previous experiences on their teacher agency. 
 Participant 9 showed the most improvement in agency of all participants. She credited this 
improvement to her personal experiences and changed circumstances over the year. In Phase 1, 
Participant 9 was on contract at her school, unsure of her future tenure, frustrated with teaching 
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and unable to influence curriculum beyond her classroom. By Phase 2, she had gained a permanent 
teaching position in her school. She had also been exposed to and involved in curriculum 
development opportunities within the classroom and at department levels. Participant 9 accredited 
her increased efficacy to improved teaching practices, vastly improved classroom and behaviour 
management skills, and increased knowledge and understandings of school processes and 
procedures. For example, Participant 9 discussed improved classroom management skills had given 
her more time and incentive to pursue curriculum change:  
Part of it was my behaviour management improved so I found I had more time… I 
have better behaviour management skills now so I am able to make them listen to me 
more where previously I tended to do it for them… I wasn’t productive as I was taking 
ownership of learning from the kids so I have managed to turn all of that 
around…Part of that is confidence and knowing the kids. (Participant 9) 
She considered the following factors had motivated and encouraged her to continue to engage in 
curriculum development and encouraged her colleagues and HoD to allocated curriculum change 
tasks to her 
 improved working relationships with colleagues and administration, 
 previous successes in curriculum innovation and change  
 recognition by administration or departmental HoDs  
 past experiences in curriculum writing and knowledge gained through PD opportunities 
improved her credibility in the school  
 willingness to do extra work outside of school time 
 All these factors improved her confidence in her capacity to teach, reduced her stress and in turn 
enabled her to influence curriculum change.  She stated: 
 As I had been at the school longer I am more aware of all the protocols so I didn’t 
have to worry about those things as much, I know what the system expects of you 
so those sort of things have become second nature so I have more to then to focus 
on curriculum and those sort of things. (Participant 9) 
Participant 11 also show improved agency in Phase 2 when she related how she had 
implemented a number of curriculum changes after Phase 1. Her increased knowledge of school 
process resulted in successful introduction of a new senior textiles program. With this success came 
increased confidence to consider further changes at the school level. She credited her success to a 
sound knowledge of school process when making curriculum change.  
 Participants 9 and 11 described prior experiences improved their agency. Participant 9 in 
particular described in detail how improved teaching skills and knowledge, and PD contributed to 
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increased confidence to make effective curriculum change. Both participants identified knowledge of 
school procedures and requirements as important past experiences for improved agency. This 
contextual factor is closely linked to participants’ motivation, emotions and feelings, all of which will 
be discussed next. 
Motivation, Emotions and Feelings 
Participant motivation to engage with curriculum was again accompanied by 
pronouncements of a passion for teaching Home Economics; these results were similar to Phase 1 of 
the research. Passion was identified by participants as their motivation to improve Home Economics 
curriculum and profile in their school. In Phase 2, Participants 1, 3, 8, 9, 11 and 12 discussed how 
emotions and feelings continued to impact teacher agency and affected teacher efficacy, workplace 
happiness and workplace involvement. Positive collegial relationships were considered important for 
positive teacher emotions. 
Passion continued to motivate teacher agency. Participant 3 spoke of defending Home 
Economics in his school, similar to his description in Phase 1. For Participant 3, his passion influenced 
the actions he took and the forceful discussions he had at HOD meetings. Participant 11 revealed she 
was driven to change the curriculum because she believed students needed recognition for the 
school work they were doing. The current school course did not give them enough recognition. 
Participant 12 was motivated to prevent the curriculum change wanted by her Principal because she 
strongly believed the proposed changes would adversely affect Home Economics in her school. 
Participant 12’s strong belief was illustrated in the following response:  
I am pretty motivated to keep on fighting him on this [introduction of a Trade 
School for Hospitality] because I have seen what has happened in other schools 
and I don’t want it to happen here. (Participant 12) 
Half the participants expressed positive feelings and emotions such as happiness, 
contentment and passion in some aspects of their teaching.  Participants 1, 3, 8 and 12 however, 
identified that negative feelings about curriculum change had increased over the year. In contrast, 
Participant 9 stated that many of the negative feelings and emotions described in Phase 1 had 
decreased. As with Phase 1 of the research, the most common negative emotion identified by 
participants in Phase 2 was frustration.  
Positive relationships with colleagues, HoDs and administration were important for positive 
teacher emotions. Participants who described improved emotions and feelings also described 
improved relationships, whereas participants who described increasing negative emotions also 
described deteriorating relationships. For example, Participant 8 attributed decreased personal 
motivation to make changes in her continued poor relationship with administration. Participant 1 
114 
  
again identified the unsatisfactory relationship she had with her HoD as the major influence on her 
poor emotional state at school.  
 Participant 12 also related feeling futile because she had failed to achieve her desired goals. 
Frustration was the most frequent negative feeling identified.  She said:  
I am getting really tired with having to battle with administration for the resources, 
the staff and the time I need to teach the subject. And even when I do battle I get 
nowhere. This makes it very frustrating and I am getting very disillusioned with Home 
Economics in this school and with my job as a HoD. I don’t believe I’m getting done 
the things that I wanted to do. (Participant 12) 
Participant 8 thought many of her feelings of frustration and stress were caused by job 
intensification. Job intensification had occurred because she had to do the tasks normally completed 
by a HoD, without any recognition, consideration for time or recompense. Her increased workload 
was because her HoD was not Home Economics trained and could not do the jobs, even if he was 
willing to.  
Dramatic changes in emotions were evident in Participant 9’s responses. In Phase 1 she 
described often being frustrated, whereas in Phase 2 her descriptions of her emotions were positive. 
Her improved emotional state was credited to improved relationships with colleagues. She stated:  
I am happy to go to work and be there … others tended to throw that [curriculum 
planning] my way because I am happy to do it so I have more input… I think is it just 
personalities, we now enjoy each other’s company and we are happy to just open up 
and talk. (Participant 9) 
 Passion for the subject of Home Economics was described by participants as the greatest 
motivation to engage with curriculum change. Participants felt passionate to improve not only the 
curriculum but also the profile of Home Economics as a subject in their school. For example, 
Participant 3 spoke of defending Home Economics in his school. He stated:  
Its [image of Home Economics] changed a lot, it’s still a battle though, it’s still a long time. 
We still fight that in most schools home eco is just cooking and some sewing and we have 
been trying to fight that as much as we can to try and expand those skills. It certainly is a lot 
less like that. … We still struggle some times. Not so much now but in the past we have 
struggled … I think it’s much, much better than we have had in the past but I think there is 
still the mentality particularly when young people choose their subjects without having an 
understanding of what’s in there, they expect that there just going to come and cook. There 
are times when they walk past the Home Ec. room and there’re nice smells coming out of 
there, they expect that’s what they are going to do it every time, and then that’s only part of 
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what we deliver in our course. I think its improving; also as we move away from the 
generation of parents as well, who just think cooking in Home Ec., so we’re starting to move 
away from that as well so I think that is improving as well that way (Participant 11).  
Participant 11 revealed she was driven to change the curriculum because she considered that 
students needed recognition for the schoolwork that they were doing. This belief was evident in the 
following comment: 
Driven by me because I wanted them to do that Certificate because I felt they 
didn’t get enough recognition for what they actually. (Participant 11) 
Motivation to make curriculum change varied between participants. It included a passion 
for increased recognition of Home Economics as a valuable addition to student learning in 
schools.  
5.2.2 Behavioural Determinants 
 Phase 2 results for behavioural determinants were similar to the findings in Phase 1. There 
was growing evidence that teacher agency increased when teachers understood their school 
administration and their school culture. In Phase 2 of the research, Participants 8, 9 and 11 again 
raised the behavioural determinants of modelling, mentoring and vicarious learning as instrumental 
to agency. Participant 9 (an early career teacher) viewed modelling and mentoring had been 
essential for her before she could attempt curriculum change and become involved in curriculum 
development.  She considered the unofficial mentoring she received from a senior Math colleague as 
the catalyst that improved her teaching, enabling her to become involved in curriculum change. 
Participant 8 described her role as the unofficial mentor for an early career teacher as pivotal in his 
later success in another school. She also described successful experiences in co-curriculum writing 
with early career teachers had been instrumental to encouraging further involvement by these 
young teachers:  
…small successes on little projects meant he [early career teacher] wanted to 
have a go at doing more. Also he had a lot more knowledge about the C2C’s so 
I was able to use that. (Participant 8) 
 Participants 9 and 11 again identified teachers need to understand their school 
culture and individual school practices.in Phase 2 of the research. Both participants had been 
successful in implementing curriculum changes. They accredited their success to a number of factors 
which included an increased understanding, of how to get things done in school (Participant 9). 
Having this kind of understanding enabled them to achieve their desired curriculum changes at both 
the department and school levels.  
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Collegial Relationships 
Collegial and superior-subordinate relationships were again identified in Phase 2 as crucial to 
teacher agency. Participants 3, 4, 5, 9 and 11 recounted positive relationships with their colleagues 
and that their superiors supported their capacity to plan for and make curriculum changes. A 
number of these same participants also commented they needed clear and effective communication 
with colleagues to maintain positive agency in relation to curriculum change because of the difficulty 
in coordinating rooms and resources for Home Economics in schools. Participants described positive 
relationships as entailing open dialogue, better relationships among colleagues, and with superiors, 
as well as improved team relationships. Participant 9 considered her relationships in her department 
had improved over the year. She now had support from colleagues, which had increased on her own 
involvement in school curriculum development. She stated: 
There is a lot more communication. We tend to talk a bit more … The staff has change 
and new ideas have come in … Collegial relationships have improved a lot, a huge 
amount. We have become very social as a team and we are socialising together and it 
is really good, the team is developing now and it is much nicer than it was previously. 
(Participant 9) 
Clear and accurate communication, as well as trust in a colleague’s professionalism, was 
identified as important by Participants 3 and 4, particularly because of the difficulty in coordinating 
the use of rooms and resources in Home Economics classes. Participant 4 described this process as 
easier than in previous years because another Home Economics staff member recently took up a 
position at the school and knew the procedures and processes Home Economics specialist rooms 
required: 
Negotiating when my class can cook, or when your class needs to cook. Working out 
food orders so we don’t have waste, it is a nightmare… By having another Home 
Economics teacher on staff it has made our job easier because we can share the load. 
(Participant 4) 
There were also several negative relationships identified by half the participants. A number 
of these descriptions were a continuation of problem relationships identified by participants 1, 2, 
and 9 in Phase 1. These participants described being victimised, bullied, ignored, undervalued, and 
having their opinions discounted. Participant 12 stated the relationship with her Principal had 
continued to deteriorate and that she was intensely unhappy with her current circumstances. She 
attributed the deteriorating relationship to a difference of opinion about the future of Home 
Economics in her school. All participants described their poor relationships as disincentives to 
attempt any curriculum changes. 
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5.2.3 Environmental Determinants 
The school environment continued to impact teacher agency. Participants in Phase 2 of the 
research identified similar contextual factors as they had in Phase 1 however the emphasis had 
changed. These included the school system for which they worked and how it was organised, the 
HOD, curriculum and syllabus requirements, the increased focus on vocational subjects in schools, 
continuation of a poor subject image and low status, as well as concerns about the support and 
effectiveness of the QSA. Some factors such as subject image were not as deeply discussed in Phase 
2 as they had been in Phase 1, whilst other factors such as the QSA featured heavily in Phase 2, and 
not so in Phase 1. This section begins with discussion of the effect of the school administration on 
teacher agency. 
School Administration and Subject Organisation 
School administration decisions were significant factors that affected participants’ agency 
(n=9). Participants identified that administrative decisions related to staffing, budget and resource 
allocation, timetabling and course offering to year levels affected Home Economics. Inadequate or 
inappropriate staffing of other Home Economics classes in their school was singled out by five 
participants (n=5) to have affected existing Home Economics teachers’ agency. This action had 
resulted in participants being forced to write simplified programs. In addition, their workload had 
increased as they attempted to complete all tasks that traditionally were spread across a number of 
trained Home Economics teachers. Reduced budget and resource allocation was also identified by 
four participants (n=4) to affect their capacity to make desired curriculum changes. Reducing the 
budget also resulted in less PD opportunities because of tightening budget and reduced time for 
teacher release to attend PD. Only a few participants (n=2) identified the school system as a factor 
that affected agency. This phase of the study revealed that six (n=6) Home Economics teachers 
believed their administration were unsympathetic and lacked understanding of the specialist 
requirements of Home Economics. Administrative attitude toward and understandings of Home 
Economics were again identified to have affected teacher agency. Staffing of Home Economics 
classes with non-Home Economics specialist teachers was described by Participants 3, 4, 8, 11 and 
12 (n=5) as detrimental to the department. This practice inhibited good department curriculum and 
contributed to increased workload for existing Home Economics teachers. For example, Participant 8 
described how her school had lost their second Home Economics teacher, who was on contract; he 
left to gain permanency in another school. The school had replaced him with existing teachers from 
within the school who had no Home Economics training or background. Participant 12 had 
experienced a similar staffing situation, where the two teachers allocated to her department to 
teach Home Economics were non-Home Economics trained teachers. Both Participants 8 and 12 
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indicated that they were unable to plan curriculum changes at different year levels, as these 
untrained teachers had no understanding of the subject so hindered any progression. As a result of 
these staffing changes, both participants described that their control and capacity to create new and 
interesting programs across the year levels had been reduced. They argued that they had to create a 
simplified Home Economics curriculum, because other Home Economics classes were being taught 
by non-trained Home economics teachers. The programs had to be simplified because the non-
Home Economics trained teachers were incapable of teaching anything more complex. This situation 
left Home Economics staff with little time or energy to engage in proactive agency. The detrimental 
effects of staffing Home Economics classes with teachers who lack Home Economics specialist 
training was also highlighted by Participants 3 and 4. They identified that their school had improved 
Home Economics curriculum and teacher agency in department curriculum change by employing a 
qualified Home Economics teacher, whereas previously they had used existing school staff from 
other subjects. Participant 4 described having qualified Home Economics in the department 
improved the standard of curricula that was taught, and reduced existing Home Economics teacher 
workload in the following way: 
The fact that we are all qualified in Home Economics has made a big difference. We 
only have one teacher who is not qualified…By having another Home Economics 
teacher on staff it has made our job easier because we can share the load. I asked 
her if she could set part of the Year 9 exam and she did. That has been great. 
(Participant 4) 
.  
An additional staffing concern raised by Participants 1, 2, 4, 8 and 11 that affected Home 
Economics curriculum and ultimately Home Economics teacher agency was the employment of 
contract teachers to fill Home Economics positions in their school. Participant 8 described how the 
change of her position as a contract teacher to a permanent teacher in her school had improved her 
involvement in curriculum change and her relationship with colleagues in her department. This 
teacher’s experience illustrates the possible negative effect that contract positions can have on 
teacher agency. Participant 4 described an improvement in department curriculum and her personal 
engagement with agency when the temporary teachers taking Home Economics classes were 
replaced with a permanent Home Economics teacher. In addition, having a trained Home Economics 
staff member in the department had enabled her to develop better programs for different year 
levels. Participant 8 lamented the loss of an early career Home Economics teacher she had mentored 
to another school because he was seeking permanent employment, something his existing school 
would not offer him.  
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Participants 1, 2, 8 and 11 identified a lack of permanent administration staff had reduced 
teacher agency teachers. For instance, too many administrative personnel changes, in particular with 
Principals and HoDs, had resulted in uncertainty, a lack of decision making, and perceived peripheral 
subjects such as Home Economics being relegated to very low in school priority. Participants 1 and 2 
described temporary placement of administration personnel in acting positions had resulted in little 
or no curriculum changes being implemented in their school. Participant 11 stated:  
…we haven’t had a full-time Principal this year…They thought there might be more 
changes when the new Principal came so they didn’t do anything. That increases the 
uncertainty for people. The uncertainty has affected everybody’s emotions, especially 
some of our HoDs to have pulled back a little bit. (Participant 11) 
Budget and resource allocation by administration was identified by Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 
9, 11 and 12 (n=8) to influence what they were able to implement in their classroom and 
department curriculum and which PD opportunities they had been able to attend. Six (n=6) of the 
nine participants in Phase 2 identified that their Home Economics budget allocation that was 
required for all department expenses including student practical experiences in food or textile 
production had been reduced over the previous year. The reduced budgetary allocation had 
impacted the curriculum that could be offered as well as the PD they were able to participant in. The 
other two participants (Participants 3 and 4) who identified the budget as having affected their 
curriculum, did not indicate that it had been reduced rather they indicated that it was not increased, 
which was what they deemed was required to meet the increased costs of running the subject. An 
example of how teachers overcame this problem was provided by Participants 1 and 2 when they 
described because their department had lacked money for classroom activities they funded 
classroom activities themselves. For example, Participant 1 stated: 
 Our budget was slashed to put money into Technology and we ran out of money mid-
way through term three in our subject area so I couldn’t get ingredients…other times I 
took my own Gumption [cleaning product] in there to clean…so I will take some stuff 
in from home some times. (Participant 1) 
Professional development opportunities were restricted because of inadequate budget provision, 
such as in the case for Participant 11, who stated:   
 I’ve done a couple of things this year, and I wanted to go to the HEIA 
conference and they wouldn’t pay for it. They said you have met your money … 
There is only so much that they are prepared to do for you, that you are sort of 
in a catch 22 where you have to do 30 hours of professional development for 
the year but they don’t actually pay for the 30 hours. (Participant 11) 
120 
  
Participants from schools from all sectors described that they had reduced funding for their subject. 
The one participant who did not identify funding as an issue was from an independent school.  
Two participants discussed their personal perceptions of differences between the 
educational systems. For example, Participant 11 identified her school as a private school and 
suggested that a private school administration had a different priority to state schools. Private 
schools were interested in attracting fee-paying students, therefore, she needed to work with the 
school priority and attract students. By using this knowledge and developing a program that would 
attract students, she had changed school curriculum. This teacher’s action was indicative of high 
proactive agency. In addition, she indicated that teachers in private schools were required to 
become specialists in one area which improved teacher agency as they were recognised as 
specialists and consulted if changes were going to be made. In comparison she believed EQ teachers 
were required to teach across a number of subjects and had to become generalist teachers. She 
stated that this reduced their speciality status and they were less likely to be consulted about 
curriculum change, hence they had reduced agency. 
Administration, in Phase 2 of the research, was again considered to be firmly in control of 
curriculum decision making by all participants (n=9); a result that was similar to Phase 1 of the 
research. As in Phase 1, participants described their input into school curriculum decisions as 
minimal. On the whole, they described that their responses were reactionary (reactive agency), that 
they reacted and responded to decisions made by administration and, in response, created 
curriculum that met administrative requirements. The process of making curriculum decisions again 
varied between each participant’s schools. In particular, teachers described the rapid curriculum 
changes required by administration resulted in job intensification and teacher burn-out. 
Six (n=6) of the nine participants described many of the decisions by their administration 
were made without apparent consideration of the consequences they would have on the teachers 
and on Home Economics as a subject in the school. For example, Participant 3 stated: 
Even the current HoD who is really good and understands a little bit about Home 
Economics cannot see the problems some of the changes will make. It’s really 
interesting that what we think is obvious and a natural consequence of a proposed 
change cannot be seen by other people…because I feel what they think as minor 
changes such as moving a subject in a line, can have on the teaching of the subject 
not just in that year level but right through to year 12. (Participant 3) 
In summary, the identified areas of concern for participants’ agency in Phase 2 related to 
school administration were, forced changes to allocated hours for Home Economics in the school 
timetable; staff, rooms and resource allocation; as well as changes to school subject offerings that 
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adversely affected student numbers. In most cases, these decisions had been to the detriment of 
Home Economics curriculum and its teachers. Home Economics teachers identified they had not 
been consulted about likely consequences of these decisions, and were of the opinion that 
administration did not really care about the consequence. This was highlighted by Participant 8, who 
stated,  
We [Home Economics teachers] would just have to cope because they [administration - 
Deputy Principal] have more important things to worry about (Participant 8).  
There were a number of curriculum change decisions made by administration which added to job 
intensification which included additional curriculum writing, tasks and restriction. A major 
contributing factor to job intensification had been department restructuring. This will be discussed 
next. 
Subject departments 
The subject department organisation model and departmental structure, including protocol 
for the allocation of HoDs, continued to be raised by participants as an ever changing environmental 
concern. A number of participant identified their schools had again changed the placement of Home 
Economics in their school department structures since Phase 1, eight (n=8) participants had new 
HoDs or had lost the HoD position they had previously held. Phase 2 noted a continuation of the 
creation of super-departments where a number of school subjects were amalgamated under one 
department (Participants 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 11). For half the participants, these changes in 
management and organisation made little difference to their agency. For the other participants it 
had meant major changes to department organisation, increased workload, reduced input into 
curriculum matters and changes in staffing, all of which impacted their agency. In most cases, these 
changes were to the detriment of Home Economics. For example, Participants 8 and 9 described a 
major change to department HOD and department staffing since Phase 1. Participant 8 identified the 
changes had included a change in staffroom, her role in the department and in the school, all of 
which had resulted in job intensification. At the time of Phase 2 Participant 8 described herself as 
over worked and under a great deal of stress. She described the changes to department organisation 
had been detrimental for Home Economics but did not know what she could do about the situation. 
She described her situation in the following way:  
Everything has become really hard, I am trying to hold the department together by 
myself and they keep on making these random changes without even thinking about 
what it is going to do to subjects like mine…The new HOD is useless; I don’t think he 
knows what to do. He does try but the job is just too big. (Participant 8) 
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Teacher Perceptions of Subject Image and Subject Name  
Phase 2 identified that all participants continued to be concerned that Home Economics had 
a poor subject image, and it continued to be traditionally stereotyped. In addition, Home Economics 
teachers continued to be held in low regard by some administrations, colleagues, parents and 
students in many schools. Participants again identified Home Economics teacher agency in school 
curriculum decision making was hindered because of low subject status in schools. Participants 
recounted that some school administrations, teaching colleagues and parents continued to consider 
Home Economics a low academic subject for less academically capable students. There was also 
agreement among participants that the general public lacked accurate knowledge about the subject 
and to rectify this, a number of participants described actions they had taken to improve the subject 
image. These issues are described further below. 
Poor subject image and traditional stereotyping were identified by all participants as being a 
particular concern. Participants 1, 2, 8 and 9 considered their administration, colleagues, parents 
and students held a poor image of Home Economics and Home Economics teachers. For example, 
Participant 1 suggested that her Principal considered Home Economics to be unimportant and 
undesirable and Home Economics teachers were not as intelligent as other teachers: 
They [administration] don’t think it is important enough. Like, the Principal at the 
time said…‘It doesn’t matter how dumb you are any one could do it’ [teach Home 
Economics…I don’t think they could understand why J [fellow Home Economics 
teacher] would want to teach this rubbish [Home Economics] if she could be a 
Maths teacher in the senior school. (Participant 1) 
Likewise, Participant 9 commented that the image of Home Economics in her school had not 
improved, and was still considered a cooking and sewing subject for low level students. She stated 
her Principal: …calls us the shopping and mopping girls, so nothing has changed in the school; and 
was still the bottom of the chain. (Participant 9) 
A few participants described that the difficulty of Home Economics’ status and image in their 
school was further amplified by what some participants described as traditional or old-fashioned 
curriculum. Participants 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9 identified some Home Economics teachers and the schools in 
their regions had contributed to the perpetuation of the traditional Home Economics stereotyping 
by their teacher behaviours and expectations. For example, Participant 3 described schools where 
the Home Economics department continued to cater for the school functions and washed the sports 
jerseys for the Physical Education (PE) department. Another example was provided by Participant 8, 
who described a rural school that required all Year 8 students (male and female) to make a child’s 
dress as part of their textiles studies. Such choices regarding practical work for students were 
described as detrimental to developing a professional persona for the subject and teachers. Subject 
123 
  
and gender bias was described as deeply ingrained in some schools and communities, regardless of 
attempts on the part of teachers to improve or change the bias.  
Some participants described additional misconceptions about Home Economics held by their 
school administrations which adversely affected the subject and Home Economics teachers’ agency 
to make curriculum change. These misconceptions included administrations who considered Home 
Economics a less demanding, non-academic subject suitable for children who struggled with other 
school subjects. As a result Home Economics in these schools had a higher proportion of difficult or 
learning-challenged students than other similar subjects (Participants 1, 2, 8 and 9). These same 
participants described Home Economics as less valued and considered low priority in their schools. 
They also suggested that their administration had not considered the student cohort needs when 
staff was allocated to teach these classes, nor were resources, timetables or class sizes adjusted to 
meet the high needs of the students. As a result teaching Home Economics classes in these schools 
was particularly challenging and affected what they could and could not do in their classroom 
curriculum. This was highlighted by Participants 8’s comment: 
We are getting lots of classes but the kids are difficult and I don’t think that is always 
acknowledged as it brings so much more work in itself. They know we are there and 
they know we are doing a load but I don’t think they acknowledge the difficulty of the 
job… we can’t even get parents to send in ingredients and that kind of stuff…We are 
certainly not valued the way the others are. (Participant 8) 
There was agreement among a number of participants that the public lacked knowledge of 
what Home Economics was about, yet they all considered administration and parental approval and 
understanding of the subject was essential for it to remain viable in schools. A number of 
participants again related how they had actively worked to improve the image of Home Economics 
by positive publicity, advocacy and involvement in community competitions and projects. Some 
participants described examples of how they attempted to do this through publicity in school 
newsletters and increased involvement in interschool competitions (Participant 3, 5, 8 and 11). 
Participant 11 explained this in her comment: 
I have someone who is just a PR person at the school and that’s all they do, like drum 
up things like the newspaper articles. I am called on by them because they know that 
I’ll come to the party with something. Again you know if you don’t do those things 
you would fade into obscurity. (Participant 11) 
Individually these participants considered themselves to have been successful. The four participants 
who described activities they had done to improve the subject image believed they had improved 
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the school and school communities understanding of Home Economics and the subject’s image in 
their school, thus, expressing high agency in this area. 
The Changing role of Head of Department  
 As in Phase 1 of the research, participants described the role of the Head of Department 
(HoD) as having a big influence on classroom teacher agency. Most participants (n=7) argued that 
having a HoD who was not Home Economics trained added complications to their teaching by 
increasing their workload. If the HoD however, was prepared to learn about the subject, the HoDs 
managerial style was more important than their specialist knowledge.  
The negative description of HoDs provided by participants were similar to those identified in 
Phase 1 of the research. These included concerns about inequity of HoD allocation of classes and 
resources including specialist classrooms, poor communication, poor relationships including being 
dominated by their HoDs (Participant 1 and 2), and having to complete jobs in the school that had 
traditionally been completed by the HoD but could not be because the HoD lacked knowledge and 
experience (Participants 3, 5, 8, 9 and 11). For example, Participants 5 and 11 described having to do 
the tasks normally completed by a HoD, but they did not hold subject co-ordinator positions in their 
schools.  Likewise Participant 8 described her HoD as meaningless for her in her school as he little to 
do with the subject, a situation that was similar for Participant 5, who stated: 
I’m not the subject area coordinator I just teach the senior students. I still do all of the 
work a normal HOD would do for Home Economics…I will get no time or money to 
doing the job which is much the same as what I do now.(Participant 5) 
A second example was provided by Participant 11 who stated: 
My HoD doesn’t know how much to order in terms of how much fabric, he has 
no idea of what excursions should be going on, he doesn’t attend the events or 
do any of those sorts of things. (Participant 11) 
Identified effects of the changing role of HoDs on participants’ agency included withdrawal 
from any curriculum change opportunities, low efficacy, little motivation to become involved in 
curriculum change, and increased job intensification.  
Job Intensification 
Job intensification was identified when participants described increased workload and 
unrealistic job requirements. The causes of job intensification included inadequate staffing; the 
removal of HOD and co-ordinator positions from school administrative structures; additional 
administrative paper work requirements associated with different programs such as the vocational 
program; additional time demands for participants in out-of school hours competitions as well as 
increased PD requirements; and higher student demands and needs caused by increases class sizes 
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and the number of learning challenged students in classes; as well as a lack of allocated school time 
to research and write new and current programs for students. The increased workload had resulted 
in job intensification which contributed to job stress and inhibited teacher agency.  
Inadequate staffing and administrative organisational structures in some schools were 
identified by Participants 3, 4, 5, 8, 11 and 12 (n=6) to increase their work load. Participant 8 
described herself as being the only Home Economics teacher in the school for two years. She felt 
that she could not make plans for future classes because she did not know who would teach them 
and whether the replacement teachers would be capable of delivering the curriculum. During all of 
this time she was neither the HoD nor Co-ordinator, but she was responsible for the whole school 
Home Economics program without time or monetary allocation. A similar situation was described by 
Participants 5 and 11. 
Job intensification had also been caused by the additional paperwork and administrative 
requirements because of the inclusion of a new VET program in their school. These subject were 
identified by Participants 2, 8, 11 and 12 (n=4) to significantly increased teacher stress and time 
demands. For example, Participant 11 stated the VET program she taught in her school was labour 
intensive because of the increased paperwork: 
My workload has definitely increased; partly because of the VET; because the VET is 
quite paperwork intensive. (Participant 11)  
Participants 3, 5, 8, 9, and 12 (n=5) also described increased workload associated with 
additional paperwork demands from their administration and the QSA. In particular the writing of 
the new senior Home Economics program was identified as extremely time consuming.  
Out of school hours participation in competitions and school activities was discussed by 
Participants 5 and 11 as time consuming but essential for their subject. Neither Participant 5 nor 11 
were given time-in-lieu or monetary compensation for the extra hours they did. Both considered 
extracurricular activities such as competitions and so forth were essential to market the subject and 
keep it in the school curriculum. For example, Participant 11 stated: 
 For me, I do a lot of extra things, so for example we just did a big fashion show and 
we just did a big Arts weekend…it was a weekend event…It is really about a lot of 
marketing. But I know that, I know I have to keep on doing that side of the things. It is 
quite draining…I was working six days a week, sometimes Saturday for the whole day 
there was something on every night of the week. It actually becomes quite time 
intensive but I know that my job is reliant on things like class numbers etc. so it is 
actually quite driven by myself. I give up a lot of time but if I didn’t do those 
extracurricular sorts of things it wouldn’t be as successful as it is. Because I am aware 
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of all the politics behind it I suppose, I understand that if I didn’t do as much it 
wouldn’t be as successful. You do it for the students really don’t you. (Participant 11) 
The extra time needed to complete required PD to retain teacher currency, to maintain 
Professional Development hours and to teach VET subjects was described by all participants as 
concerning. Participant 1 described the need to continually have to complete PD as uncomfortable, 
as it had to be completed in her own time, a low sense of agency. Participant 2 described that she 
needed to continue with her post graduate studies because: You have got to be continually 
improving yourself. She described her administration as continually encouraging staff to participate 
in PD. She stated: There are a lot of good things always going on at the school. So you need to be 
pretty well organised to work there and you need to want to keep on up-skilling, a higher sense of 
agency. Other participants describe PD as additional time pressures because these opportunities 
were expected to be done outside of school hours. This was viewed by participants as intrusive to 
their personal lives. Participants 11 and 12 also described the need to meet human resource 
requirements for teachers who taught the VET subjects in schools, which added extra PD 
requirements over and above the already excessive requirements experienced by other Home 
Economics teachers. Participant 11 discussed this aspect as follows:  
… I have to do extra stuff over and above which does encroach on my time outside of 
school but I have to do it. If I really stick I would say my job is increased in time 
demand between 15 to 20%. I’m not getting any extra time from the school. 
(Participant 11) 
Increased class size and the increase in the number of learning-challenged students in 
classrooms were identified by Participants 8 and 11 to affect what they planned for curriculum in 
their classroom and department. There was no indication that these students chose Home 
Economics as a preference or any indication that they were able and interested in successfully 
completing the subject. In addition, most participants (n=6) described there was a lack of allocated 
school time to plan for and write lessons and new curriculum for Home Economics that would 
include such a diverse range of students in the class. In summary, Home Economics teachers had 
experienced an increased workload and job intensification which had been caused by inadequate 
staffing, unfavourable administrative organisational structures and significant increases in 
paperwork requirements and out of school-hours participation in competitions and school activities. 
Most participants related there was also a lack of allocated school time to plan for and write lessons 
and new curriculum to meet the new needs of students. 
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State Formal Curriculum  
Seven (n=7) participants had negative perceptions of Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) 
effect on teachers’ agency Phase 2 of the research. The greatest formal change to Home Economics 
organisation in their school identified by five of the nine participants (n=5) was the QSA requirement 
for the impending inclusion of Year 7 into their schools. Of the four (n=4) participants that did not 
identify this, three were in schools that had already established a middle school and included Year 7, 
and one (n=1) stated that she had heard nothing about it from her administration. The QSA was also 
responsible for the second major issue raised by five (n=5) participants, which was the difficulty they 
had experienced with writing of the senior Home Economics program to meet the requirements of 
the 2010 Home Economics syllabus. In addition, five (n-5) participants again raised the concern there 
was a lack of formal curriculum for Years 8 and 9. These issues are discussed further below. 
The introduction of Year 7 into the secondary school was not identified in Phase 1 of the 
research as a concern to participants as information about the change had not filtered down to 
teachers. However, by Phase 2 this situation had changed. Many participants identified that their 
schools had made time-tabling and resource allocation decisions to accommodate Year 7 that were 
detrimental to Home Economics curriculum. Five participants (n=5) stated they had no say in how 
Year 7 was to be included in their school. They were also concerned their schools decisions would 
have detrimental effects on the current courses they offered in Years 8 and 9. These concerns 
related to Home Economics only having limited resources, staff and time allocation, yet there would 
be increased student numbers. Participants indicated that their schools had not increased Home 
Economics staff; rather they had required the existing Home Economics staff to cover the new 
classes or had directed teachers from other areas to teach Home Economics. An example of the 
comments made by participants is found in Participant 11’s transcript: 
 The uncertainty of the Year seven program [is a concern] because it has been difficult 
to try and plan for that for next year because they are already asking us to think 
about budgets and what are our requirements for next year but that’s a bit difficult 
because we don’t have the information about what or how we are actually running 
some of those courses…So that is really difficult. I am sort of running blind on one 
because there is a lack of information. They are still working out the timetables and 
the teachers and there are a lot of knock-on effects and I realise that but it makes it 
really difficult at the ground level when you ask for the budgetary requirements for 
something that you don’t know if it’s going to run. (Participant 11) 
Participants in these cases described reactive agency. As the changes were announced, they 
responded and created, adjusted and modified curriculum as required to meet the new conditions 
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that were imposed on the subject. At the same time they attempted to maintain the standards they 
desired for student learning.  
A common ongoing concern across both Phase 1 and 2 was the difficulty the five (n=5) 
participants who taught senior Home Economics had with writing a new school program for senior 
Home Economics syllabus (2010) and having it approved. In Phase 1 these participants were 
concerned with the lack of time allocated by QSA for them to write the program and have it 
approved. In Phase 2 the concerns had shifted to the content of the formal curriculum and the 
approval process for their school program. They also described difficulty trying to have programs 
approved, the time taken by Panel to grant approval, and the number of rewrites that were required 
to meet QSA approval. The 2010 syllabus was described by these participants as a very difficult 
syllabus document to interpret and develop a school program from. The difficulties arose because 
the syllabus was described by participants as vague, difficult to interpret and contradictory in places. 
In addition, participants identified that the syllabus did not contain enough information and 
obtaining help from QSA had proved to be difficult. They also described that the workshops provided 
by QSA had been less effective than they had hoped for and needed. For example Participant 8 
stated:  
I sat through that in-service and was bewildered, I must say. There was nothing 
that was the same. There was so much that was different. You couldn’t just 
take the program and translate it into these new dimensions. The dimensions 
were different to the old criterion and there was a difference emphasis on 
thing. (Participant 8) 
Likewise Participant 3 stated: we haven’t got any sample assessment tasks so I can’t model anything 
because I don’t know what they want. Participant 5 described that new syllabus as: vague… they only 
gave you the basic areas of study but they didn’t give you any ideas to work with. In addition some 
participants indicated that they felt the new syllabus document would prove to be a problem for 
new teachers to senior Home Economics because the new teachers would not be able to interpret or 
implement the new syllabus and would not have the benefit of experience of having worked with 
the old syllabus. For example, Participant 5 posed the rhetorical question:   
For the new teacher with the new syllabus, where are they going to start because 
they have not had experience with the 2001 syllabus? (Participant 5) 
Participants also described that QSA in-servicing for teachers on the new syllabus had been 
inadequate and confusing. Participant 5 described attending a number of the in-services at different 
locations across the State and receiving contradictory information at each: 
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The problem we have got is the lack of information and clarification on the new task 
specific criterion sheets and what they look like…We will find out at this moderation if 
that will work. So we are just waiting to see. There is sort of a lot of confusion about 
it…The teachers are not interpreting it correctly and they are having trouble 
unpacking what panel wants. As a panel member you are trying to interpret what the 
teacher is trying to do and are just not getting the ticks for it. The teacher doesn’t go 
into class and say well how my going to stuff these kids up they are all trying to do 
the right thing but the interpretation of the syllabus is not an easy task. (Participant 
5) 
 In addition, participants described the process of writing and having their school programs 
approved by the QSA as long and arduous. Further difficulties for participants occurred with the 
approval process for new programs as all five participants (n=5) had been required to rewrite their 
programs a number of times before approval was given. Participant 8 explained she had attempted 
three rewrites of the program over the last year and approval was still pending. Participant 12 
expressed similar sentiments. She stated: 
 I have had to do quite a bit of work with the new senior Home Economics program. 
We had to write a new program for the current year 11’s and is still isn’t approved. It 
has gone back 3 times and I still have more to do. It is all very confusing. You think 
you have it right then I am sure someone else looks at it and they have their pet hates 
and what you found was ok in the last review is no longer ok. They don’t seem to 
know what they want most of the time. I hope it gets through this time because I 
have really done enough. If it doesn’t I will have to contact QSA again and get some 
more help – and that takes a lot of time. Panel is OK for help but they are having 
problems as well. No one really knows what they are doing here; I guess we are all 
hoping it will be right. (Participant 12) 
Five participants described that the lack of direction by QSA in junior Home Economics 
curriculum had continued to be problematic for junior Home Economics in their schools. According 
to these participants there continued to be no clear directive by QSA as to how and where Home 
Economics was to be organised in the school, how much time schools were to allocate to the subject 
and who would staff it. As a result every school included Home Economics differently into their 
school program. These five participants (3, 4, 5, 8 and 9) proposed that the lack of syllabus or 
curriculum direction in junior school had affected all Home Economics teachers across Queensland 
because schools independently decided what they did with the subject, and teachers in the schools 
taught whatever they wanted. The suggestion was that this lack of direction was the reason there 
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was such a big variation across the state in what was taught and the standards that were expected. 
These participants felt a lack of syllabus direction by QSA had led to a poor understanding of what 
Home Economics entailed both in schools and in the wider community. Three (n=3) of these 
participants believed that this lack of understanding was why Home Economics teachers had to 
continually implement publicity programs to improve understanding of the subject and the subject 
image. However, many of these same participants also acknowledged that the lack of formal 
curriculum had its advantages because it enabled teachers to plan their own curriculum to meet 
their students’ needs and interests, and was not restricted by having to address formal curriculum 
directives. In addition, participants acknowledged that without a formal curriculum, teachers were 
able to include content that they personally found interesting and current, something that may not 
be able to happen if a formal curriculum was enforced. Participants did not seem to know how to 
reconcile the two approaches to curriculum.  
The Australian Curriculum 
Participants 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11 and 12 (n=7) had over the course of the year become 
increasingly aware of the impact the Australian Curriculum (AC) had on their school curriculum; 
however, their input into school decisions on the AC implementation was described as minimal. Four 
participants (3, 4, 11 and 12) described that the AC was less important than it had been in the 
previous year because they described themselves as unable to influence school decisions and as a 
result they had adjusted their curriculum focus to immediate concerns they could manage. These 
participants’ focus had shifted from whole school curriculum to department curriculum as they 
focused on the curriculum areas they thought they could influence. For example, Participant 3 
stated:  
We aren’t looking at the National Curriculum; I have removed the National 
Curriculum from my worry list because I can’t do anything about it. (Participant 3) 
However, for Participant 12, the AC was still a concern and shaped curriculum in her school:  
The National Curriculum and the VET programs are the focus of the school 
administration…Home Economics doesn’t get a look in. (Participant 12) 
  Participants also stated they continued to receive very little information about Home 
Economics in the AC, and what information they had received had come from the Queensland Home 
Economics Institute of Australia (HEIAQ) State Conference. Most identified that their school 
administration had not considered Home Economics in their school curriculum and the HEIAQ 
conference had not provided any solutions either. For example, Participant 2 said: 
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There is the new push for the National Curriculum, but when we went to our 
conference with HEIA they said that nothing is really going to happen with Home 
Economics till 2014, even later. (Participant 2) 
The concerns participants wanted answers to were related to the continued lack of place for 
Home Economics in the AC, the likely effects mandated subject time for core subjects in their 
school curriculum programs will have on Home Economics time allocation, and the long term 
effects this will have on Home Economics. 
At the Federal level, participants said Home Economics had suffered because it had not been 
included in the AC. Participants indicated they were concerned about the lack of direction from 
Federal level for states and schools regarding how Home Economics should be included in their 
school programs. This lack of direction had resulted in schools independently making decisions 
which were detrimental to the continuation of the subject in their schools. Concern was also raised 
over the decreased time allocation for Home Economics in schools as schools implemented the core 
subjects of English, Mathematics, and Science. Teaching vocational subjects in secondary schools 
was also raised as a curriculum issue by some participants. This area is addressed in the next section. 
Impact of vocational subjects on teacher agency 
 The teaching of vocational subjects such as Hospitality in schools in place of Home 
Economics was identified by Participants 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11 and 12 (n=7) as a primary concern in their 
school, a result similar to that found in Phase 1 of the research. Participants 3, 4, and 12 described 
the ongoing debate in their school between administration and Home Economics teachers about 
vocational subjects such as Hospitality and Textiles being either introduced as new subjects in their 
school or used as a replacement for Home Economics. Both actions were described as detrimental to 
Home Economics. Participants 3, 4 and 12 described the introduction of more VET subjects would 
reduce student number in Home Economics classes. Participants 2 and 9 voiced the concern that VET 
subjects were used by administration as a ‘dumping ground’ for low academic students and students 
with behavioural or learning difficulties. 
Many Participants (n=5) identified that their school administrations had wanted to introduce 
vocational subjects such as Hospitality or Textile Studies into their school curriculum either in place 
of, or in conjunction with, Home Economics. Participant 11 indicated her administration had chosen 
to include these subjects in their school curriculum to attract more students to the school. At the 
time of Phase 2, Participants 3, 4 and 12 were actively attempting to prevent these changes from 
happening (proactive agency). Their justification for preventing the change was based on a concern 
that the introduction of vocational subjects, Hospitality in particular, would be to the detriment of 
Home Economics. These participants argued that some students would choose Hospitality over 
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Home Economics, reducing student numbers in Home Economics. They were concerned that schools 
would replace Home Economics with Hospitality if this happened. Participant 3 described he had 
prevented the introduction of Hospitality Studies and Tourism Studies into the school for this reason. 
Participant 12 described her Principal as the instigator of the introduction of the higher Certificate 
levels of Hospitality in her school. At the stage of Phase 2, she was still attempting to prevent the 
change.  
Successful inclusion of Hospitality or Textiles in the Home Economics curriculum or school 
curriculum was identified by Participants 1, 2, 5, 8 and 11. These participants considered the VET 
subjects and Study Area Specifications (SAS) had improved Home Economics in their school and 
enhanced teacher agency rather than adversely affected it. These successful inclusions were deemed 
by participants to have improved non-academically oriented students’ vocational pathway in their 
school. For example, Participant 9 described her school administration, including the Home 
Economics HoD, successfully used the subject Hospitality as the default class for students who were 
not academically inclined and likely to find difficulty coping with the academic rigor required for 
successful completion of senior Home Economics. Participant 11 likewise described successful 
inclusion of the vocational subject of Textiles. She described how she had successfully advocated for 
and changed the subject from a school based subject to a TAFE subject, achieving TAFE recognition 
for the work her students were doing. These teachers were demonstrating proactive agency in that 
they were able to work successfully with the introduced curriculum changes. 
Common concerns raised by Participants 8, 9, 11 and 12, in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 who 
taught vocational subjects such as Textiles and Hospitality were descriptions of increased workloads 
attached to teaching VET subjects, increased PD requirements, long term effects on student subject 
choices and staffing. Participant 11 highlighted there were additional human resource requirements 
for teachers who had to teach vocational subjects and that these requirements meant teachers had 
to participate in extra training in their own time to meet the stringent human resource 
requirements. For example, she described meeting the human resource requirements for the 
Certificate III in Textiles as being:  
 …pretty difficult and you would have to have an industry standard textile 
skill…There’s not many schools that would have teachers trained to take the 
certificate. I had to do my Certificate IV in Training and Assessment and I had to prove 
that it was a trade thing and I am constantly updating in that field and that can be a 
little bit difficult to because there is only so much money for professional 
development in the school. (Participant 11) 
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The inclusion of vocational subjects into a school program was identified by most 
participants as an attractive option for many school administrations. One aspect all participants in 
the current research agreed on was that the teaching of vocational subjects such as Hospitality and 
Textiles increased their workload. An increased workload reduced time available for planning and 
implementing new programs, which had resulted in them responding reactively to curriculum 
change where teachers respond to forced changes, rather than proactively where teachers initiated 
changes. 
Affiliated Organisations 
The QSA, the regional Panels formed by QSA and teacher training universities were the 
affiliated groups that participants in Phase 2 again identified as affecting teacher agency in various 
ways. However, unlike in Phase 1, there was little mention of the HEIAQ as a factor for either 
improving or decreasing agency. A major necessity for many participants over the year of data 
collection had been the writing of their senior school program to meet the 2010 senior Home 
Economics syllabus. Their response to that directive was manifested as reactive agency to a forced 
curriculum change. During this phase, teacher focus had been on the support (or lack of support) 
provided by QSA and their regional Panels. The effects on teachers who were required to write 
formal curriculum documents were discussed in the State Formal Curriculum section. The following 
section will present the findings regarding the Panel process.  
The regional Panels that implemented QSA moderation and verification processes were 
described as an influence in curriculum and on teacher efficacy. Panels not only had direct impact on 
what teachers could teach and how teachers could assess, they also impacted on the final results of 
students. At times they also questioned teachers’ judgements of standards allocated to student 
work. Participants 3, 5, 8, 9 and 12 identified Home Economics students and their teachers had a 
difficultly achieving the grade of a Very High Standard (VHA) standard because of Panel reluctance to 
allocated this grade. This difficulty was considered the teachers to be detrimental to the subject, 
because it deterred high achieving students from taking the subject. Teachers considered the Panel 
process did not ensure equity for students’ results which in turn had affected teacher efficacy in 
their capacity to achieve the best result they could for their students. Teachers also lacked 
confidence that the Panel process would recognise VHA work by students. This lack of confidence, in 
turn, affected teacher efficacy or belief in their personal capacity to award students the appropriate 
marks. For example, Participant 3 stated: 
Panel will have to be kind, but Panels are traditionally aren’t very kind. 
(Participant 3) 
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Participants 3 and 5 also described their experiences with the Panel verification process as flawed 
and considered there was no equity for students in and across schools. For this reason fairness was 
not achieved for students. Participant 5 described this as follows:  
…Panel gets a bit hung up on this A-minus and B pluses, and we probably 
shouldn’t even bother. We should be looking at them just being A, B, C or D 
standard…People get a bit very pedantic and they don’t look at the complexity of 
the task. And they say well one kid is doing a 90 minute exam and another kid is 
doing a seventy minute exam is of more importance, they don’t look at if the 
complexity of the questions involved all the key concepts of the unit. How do you 
compare and add up the ticks from those sorts of responses and compare evenly. 
There has got to be some sort of attention on this issue…They were getting very 
picky instead of looking at the difficulty or complexity of the task that the students 
had been asked to do. This is because you have some schools who have complex 
tasks and some schools who have very simple tasks, so then you are not 
comparing apples with apples. This has been this is been going on for a while, it 
has always been there. (Participant 5) 
Participants 3, 5 and 9 also considered the Panel process enabled panel member personalities to 
affect their own students’ results. For example, Participant 5 described how some forceful Panel 
members received favourable treatment for their own students at Panel: 
 I know that the panel chair doesn’t question what they [panel member] do 
because [she] was very dynamic and involved with HEIA. Their HOD was straight 
down the line got a lot of stuff done and she could talk anyone around so I would 
say something at Panel about the student is not achieving the level…but I got 
talked down. (Participant 5) 
In summary, Participants 3, 8, 9 and 12 described their experiences with Panel had resulted in them 
teaching and assessing only curriculum that had been approved by an influential Panel member, and 
avoid changing or modifying any curriculum. Their responses were bordering on passive agency in 
these instances, because they would not change anything and relied on influential Panel members 
for curriculum. Participant 5, however, continued to plan for and enact changes to her senior 
curriculum. She did so aware, that she would have to defend the changes at Panel. She had retained 
proactive agency, believing the changes she made improved the learning outcomes of the students. 
Higher educational institutions such as universities were identified as potential enablers for 
proactive agency. In this phase, however, they were criticised because they did not provide direction 
and PD for teachers (Participants 3, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 12) and the graduates exiting these institutions 
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were insufficiently trained (Participants 3, 4 and 8). For example, Participant 3 described new 
graduates as insufficiently trained because they lacked the required skills and knowledge needed to 
teach Home Economics, he stated: 
 There was a lot more Family and Housing taught when I was at university. What 
happened to that in the new curriculum, I don’t know? You have to wonder who 
make the decisions about what is going to be taught to teachers. It has a 
carryover effect to the schools. That is why I think the schools all do it differently. 
There is no consistency and no one is telling anyone what is to be taught in the 
junior school. (Participant 3) 
In summary, the QSA and the Panel, as well as the Panel process, were identified by all five 
participants involved in senior Home Economics as concerning and had potential to impact their 
agency. QSA syllabus changes resulted in reactive agency, as teachers responded to forced changes 
by QSA. The Panel process was identified to be a problem as it had not been equitable for all 
students and teachers. Participants suggested the whole process required review. In addition, some 
participants described the support, direction and in some cases teacher training provided at a 
tertiary level as inadequate and needed to be addressed.  
Summary of Phase 2 of the Research 
All nine participants (n=9) in Phase 2 indicated that they had exercised agency in their own 
classrooms to varying degrees. Phase 2 found however, significant changes to teachers’ perceptions 
of their agency at the department and school levels over the period of a year from Phase 1 to Phase 
2 of the research. There were only two participants (Participants 1 and 5) whose perceptions of 
personal agency at these levels had not changed over the year. Three participants (Participants 2, 9 
and 11) were identified to have increased agency at department and school levels, while four 
participants (Participants 3, 4, 8 and 12) who previously expressed high agency, described lower 
agency, one at the department and school level (Participant 12) and the other three at the school 
level. There was a decrease in the occurrences of proactive agency and an increase in the incidences 
of reactive agency. These changes were because school administrations had increased the amount 
of forced curriculum changes on Home Economics as a result of AC and QSA curriculum changes. The 
occurrences of passive agency decreased from two participants to one participant.  
The personal contextual factors identified by participants as impacting on their agency again 
included gender, chronological age, past experiences, and feelings and emotions. A teacher’s 
chronological age was mentioned less in Phase 2 than in Phase 1 while relationships with colleagues 
and HoDs remained significant. Positive influences on teacher agency included good workplace 
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relationships with their superiors or subordinate, while negative relationships, which included 
victimisation and bullying, adversely affected teacher agency. 
 Phase 2 identified similar behavioural determinants to Phase 1 of the research. The school 
culture affected Home Economics and teacher agency. The factors were poor subject image and 
subject status, as well as poor public perceptions of Home Economics. Modelling and vicarious 
learning were again established as significant aids for early career teachers as they learnt to survive 
in schools. Survival was essential before early career teachers were confident enough to engage with 
curriculum change. It became apparent that for some middle career teachers, their agency also 
improved as their knowledge of school processes improved. 
There were increased influences from environmental determinants which included 
administration and administrative decisions about staffing; budget and resource allocation; and 
timetable organisation. Administrations were described by participants to have increased the 
number of major organisational changes made without teacher consultation, which increased the 
rate of reactive agency. The rapid rate of curriculum change had also resulted in confusion and 
reluctance to make proactive curriculum plans. An example of decisions that were made by 
administration that adversely affected Home Economics teacher agency was the reorganisation of 
Home Economics into new department structures and organisational models in some schools. 
Additional environmental factors included increased workload and job intensification, and additional 
time and stress caused by the rewriting of a new school program for senior Home Economics. Both 
of these were compounded by the lack of support and information from QSA. Other contributors to 
job intensification included increased PD requirements, increased class size and increased number of 
learning challenged students in classrooms and less planning time at school for Home Economics 
teachers.  
Phase 2 presented data that indicated individual contextual factors affected teachers 
differently. With the advent of a significantly unstable curriculum environment in schools as a result 
of the implementation of the AC and the required QSA curriculum changes, teachers exercised less 
proactive agency and more reactive agency. The influence of teachers on curriculum at the school 
level was decreasing. The following section presents results from the final phase of the study, the 
feedback sessions. 
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5.4 Phase 3: Feedback Sessions 
Introduction  
 Phase 3 comprised two feedback group sessions comprised of four participants (n=4) 
conducted in December 2012 and January 2013. Participants in this phase were comprised of three 
of the original participants (Participants 3, 4, and 8) and one participant who was not part of Phase 1 
or Phase 2. Participant 8, a regional teacher, requested that a colleague (Participant 13) join the 
study as another representative of her region. These sessions required participants to reflect on 
curriculum changes that they perceived that had affected their agency, as they intentionally planned 
for and implemented curriculum change in their classroom, department and school one year after 
they had been working with the new Australian Curriculum (AC). The intent of Phase 3 was to 
explore which contextual factors teachers believed had the greatest impact on their agency. Phase 3 
responses related primarily to the environmental determinants.  
Environmental Determinants 
A number of the environmental determinants identified in Phases 1 and 2 occupied most of 
the discussion in the feedback sessions. These included the school administration, and subject 
department organisation and functions. The changing role of HoD was again discussed, as well as 
increased job intensification as a result of these changes. The impact the National and State curricula 
on school decisions was also discussed, as was the role and function of the affiliated groups such as 
the QSA and the HEIAQ The following section begins by presenting a summary of teacher 
perceptions of the impact of school and subject organisation on teacher agency. 
 School Administration  
The top-down approach to curriculum decision making used by all participants’ 
administrations was described as discriminatory and excluded Home Economics teacher input, by all 
four participants in Phase 3 of the research. Administrative decisions were described as uninformed 
as no Home Economics teacher or HoD were consulted. Participant 3 identified the administrative 
decisions made at his school had affected Home Economics in ways that were different to other 
subjects in the school. His administration was unaware of the effects of their decisions on Home 
Economics, for example, administration had shortened all lesson times by 10 minutes. For other 
subject areas, this change had little impact, yet for Home Economics the change required Home 
Economics curriculum to be rewritten as the shortened time had changed the practical component 
of the subject. The forced change to curriculum as a result of lesson length changes is an example of 
reactive agency where curriculum changes were forced on teachers. Participants were also 
concerned administration lacked technical knowledge and were uninformed about Home Economics 
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which had resulted in inappropriate decisions being made regarding the placement of students, 
staffing and class organisation.  
Participants in both feedback sessions were forthright when discussing school 
administrations’ effect on their teacher agency. The constraints on Home Economics arising from 
administrative decisions involved timetabling, reduced lesson time, poor communication, and 
uniformed decisions. All these constraints resulted in inappropriate student allocation, difficulty with 
class organisation, and problems with staffing. Administrative decisions were made with what 
participants considered to be cursory consultation with staff. The consequences of such decisions 
included increased resource demands, increased workloads for classroom teachers and increased 
imperatives to write new curriculums for all year levels in short time frames. Participant 4 described 
an administrative decision to change the timetable placement and length of lessons for Home 
Economics across all year levels. These changes had resulted in different year levels requiring the 
specialist classrooms such as the textiles room and school practical foods kitchen at the same time, a 
clash the administration had not been aware of or considered when the initial decision had been 
made. She stated: 
They [administration] don’t realise how one little change can affect so 
much. I’m pretty sure they didn’t know that changing the lines, the length of the 
class and the placement of the class would mean we [Home Economics teachers] 
would have to rewrite everything. For most teachers it would be just a matter of 
moving their stuff to another room and finishing the work in the next lesson. For 
us it is rewriting the program and spending all our breaks with the students so 
they can finish their work, you just can’t walk away in Home Economics and leave 
it for later. (Participant 4) 
The result for Home Economics teachers of this administrative decision was an example of 
reactive agency where teachers rewrote all year level curriculum to enable it to be taught in normal 
classrooms rather than specialist Home Economics classrooms. All four participants described a 
number of additional adverse consequences to their agency as a result of administrative decisions. 
Issues discussed in Phase 3 by Participant 13 that had not been identified in Phases 1 and 2 included 
being taken for granted and used for jobs in schools over and above her role as a teacher. The 
example provided by Participant 13 was the expectation by administration that Home Economics 
staff and students would function as caterers for school functions. She stated: 
They expect me to be able to fit any function into what I do and what the students 
are doing. They don’t even ask if it can be done. They now have a booking sheet at 
the office for people to book my dining room for functions. That dining room is my 
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classroom so what am I supposed to do with my theory classes when it’s booked 
for a function. They just don’t understand that this is a real subject. (Participant 
13) 
An administrative decision to decrease lesson time was a trend raised by the four 
participants across both feedback sessions. Shortened lesson times had necessitated curriculum 
rewriting in subject practical lessons to accommodate shorter practical classes, another example of 
reactive agency. Participants identified additional consequences from shortened lesson times 
included increased workload for teachers as they attempted to make up for lost practical lesson time 
during recess and lunch breaks. There was also a reduction in student skill development (Participants 
3 and 4) and reduced teacher-student contact time for teaching subject content. All participants 
described an increased requirement to teach through recess and lunch to accommodate practical 
cooking classes. All participants in the feedback sessions described increased time demands that 
resulted in decreased time for proactive agency.  
All participants considered poor communication between administration and departments 
as a concern. The difficulties caused by poor communication included lack of teacher voice in the 
administrative process, and decisions made and implemented without teacher awareness; and 
teachers not informed of decisions in a timely manner. This last factor resulted in teachers being 
unable to sufficiently prepare for the changes. Participants agreed there was a lack of teacher voice 
in administration decisions. There was however, disagreement between participants regarding the 
amount of input teachers had in the decision making process at school level. For instance, 
participants in Feedback 1 considered they had an opportunity to express their opinion about 
curriculum change proposals with administration, although they acknowledged they did not know 
how effective their input was. Participants in Feedback 2 stated they had no voice what so ever. One 
participant did say her new Principal was attempting to consult teachers.  
 Subject Departments 
School and subject organisation was again raised as a contextual factor that affected teacher 
agency. The emphasis in this phase was on school organisational changes with no mention of the 
effects of the different school systems on teacher agency. Concerns raised included the introduction 
of Year 7 into secondary school which had resulted in participants having to reorganise and rewrite 
all curricula for Years 8, 9 and 10. The rewriting was a further example of reactive agency where a 
forced curriculum change by the QSA had resulted in teachers engaging with curriculum 
development. Curriculum planning was described as difficult because their schools had not informed 
teachers about the timetable organisation for Year 7. Lack of information meant teachers had very 
little knowledge regarding class organisation. There was a delay in curriculum planning until full 
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timetable details were available. These teachers considered they were ready to make the changes, 
but described themselves as unable to go ahead until administration made full disclosure of school 
organisation. The second focus for curriculum change was timetable and subject changes that had 
occurred in Years 9 and 10 for implementation in 2013.  
Discussion in both feedback sessions concentrated on issues that were of immediate 
concern to them in their school; there was little comment about long term plans or influences 
outside of their immediate school curriculum changes. A common theme from both feedback 
sessions was discussion of department organisation changes that had affected them. These changes 
included what department Home Economics was positioned in, as well as changes to HOD positions 
in the school. Participants in Feedback 1 stated the changes had not impacted their teacher agency, 
whereas participants in Feedback 2 indicated the changes had affected subject offering to students, 
time tabling and staffing. Teachers indicated they were less able to make curriculum changes at a 
school and department level. They described class room curriculum changes had been driven by 
shorter class times rather than improvement to student learning.  
Reactive agency was evident in all four participants’ discussions. There was no evidence of 
proactive agency nor was there evidence of teachers enacting passive agency and withdrawing to 
their classrooms.    
The changing role of Head of Department 
The role of HoD and the HoD’s effect on teacher agency was extensively discussed by 
participants in both feedback sessions. They considered the HoD was important to all teachers’ 
teacher agency in a department. A good HOD would enable teachers to plan for and make 
curriculum changes, while a poor HoD would hinder this. The characteristics of a good HoD included 
good communication skills plus knowledge of the subject or a willingness to learn about the subject. 
It was agreed that a HOD needed the capacity to complete the administrative requirements of the 
subject and an awareness of the administrative process to enable them to argue for Home 
Economics in an informed manner. Ineffective HoDs lacked knowledge about the management and 
organisation of Home Economics. They also did not appear to be interested in learning how to do 
the job. As a result, Home Economics teachers were required to complete the tasks normally done 
by the HoD. Poor HoDs were also described as poor communicators and in general poor managers; 
they were identified to be interested in personal promotion rather than in effective management of 
the subject. Participants stated Home Economics HoDs should complete the administrative tasks 
required in Home Economics, which included food and resource organisation, and timetabling. 
Descriptive terms of a poor HoD included comments by Participant 8: 
 …X *current HoD] would forget us … he was not active on our behalf. (Participant 8)  
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Likewise, Participant 13 stated: 
…they [administration] don’t get the idea of what we do … You have to have a 
HoD that understands what is going on and can tell them otherwise how will they 
know? (Participant 13)  
A good HoD was considered necessary for effective curriculum change. According to participants, a 
good HoD reduced the stress and workload on classroom teachers, and was effective in negotiations 
with administration over essential concerns such as timetabling and staffing.  
Job Intensification and Teacher Agency  
Job intensification was raised by all participants as an ongoing issue.  Increased workload 
and school demands were identified to have added increased time requirements on Home 
Economics teachers. Causes of job intensification noted by participants included changes to school 
time tables, inappropriate staffing of Home Economics classes with non-specialist Home Economics 
teachers and the reluctance of Home Economics teachers in different schools to share resources.  In 
addition the PD opportunities that were available had been offered outside of school time, which 
infringed on teacher personal time. Participants also raised the concern that additional time 
demands imposed by school had impacted on the time available for teachers to research and 
develop new curriculum, and to participate in PD.  
Much of the increased workload and school demands have resulted from decisions made by 
administration about the length of lesson time. All participants identified their schools had shorten 
the length of class time and this had a significant impact on Home Economics curriculum. For 
example, Participant 8 stated: 
Administration doesn’t really understand the consequences of the decisions they 
make. Like the timetable change, I mean I used to have lunch times but now I don’t 
because I have to teach through the lunchtime because there’s not enough time in 
our classes. There is no recognition for this. You see I have to teach through five of my 
recesses or lunch times because I have five practical classes that go into them. I still 
have to do yard duty and the only consideration given by the Deputy Principal is she 
asked me what times did I want my yard duty knowing that I had to do lunch classes. I 
don’t think that’s fair because she knows I have to do the lunch classes but I still get 
the yard duty. I know teachers in other subjects like HPE when they have to do duty in 
the gym that is rostered as part of the yard duty. (Participant 8) 
 Increased workload was a feature of both discussions. All participants identified inadequate 
staffing of Home Economics classes with non-Home Economics specialist teachers as a contributing 
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factor to their increased workload, and affected the Home Economics program that was running. 
Participant 4 stated: 
We lost most of our teachers ... I was the senior teacher or the acting co-ordinator, 
whatever you want call it; but there was no recognition for that. That was a major 
problem. There was no time; there was no money, I just had to do the job so the 
subject kept running. What made it even more difficult was the other teachers that 
were working in the department were either new as in just out of university or not 
Home Economics teachers at all. They [teachers] came in from other subject areas to 
fill the spots. This meant they were no help whatsoever and that was also a major 
problem. (Participant 4) 
 Increased workload as a result of administrative decisions appeared a common theme 
across all four participants’ responses. Home Economics teachers identified uninformed 
administrative decisions and a lack of understanding of the complexity of teaching Home 
Economics on the part of the administration contributed to their increased workload which 
inhibited proactive agency. Participants described feeling misunderstood and discriminated 
against in decision making with preference given to the core academic subjects. 
The Australian Curriculum (AC) and State curriculum  
The AC had remained a concern for teachers, and continued to affect their teacher agency. 
Participants described the AC as a major influence on their whole school curriculum. Home 
Economics’ place in the AC had remained unclear, resulting in Home Economics teachers having no 
part in a whole school curriculum discussion. The influence of NAPLAN on whole school curriculum 
planning had also become increasingly apparent. Some teachers were able to improve Home 
Economics status and position in their school by implementing literacy units that taught NAPLAN 
skills in Home Economics contexts. The State syllabus for senior Home Economics (2010) produced 
by the QSA continued to be problematic and had affected teachers significantly.  
All four participants agreed the lack of place for Home Economics in the AC had adversely 
affected the subject’s place in their schools’ curriculum. The confusion and lack of clarity was 
detrimental to Home Economics teacher agency because it reduced teacher influence in schools as 
schools had focused on subjects identified in the AC and ignored those that were not. Participants in 
both feedback sessions again identified little information was available to them about the future of 
Home Economics in the AC. What was available came through the HEIAQ conference. This 
information was scarce, lacked clarity, was confusing, and left teachers unsettled and unsure of their 
future in the subject. For example, Participant 4 stated: 
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 …we were going to have our own domain, then we were going to be split and 
put under a whole lot of other areas, no one knows what’s going on. 
(Participant 4) 
One participant suggested the AC offered an opportunity for Home Economics to develop a junior 
school curriculum that had national acceptance and recognition. She considered a National Home 
Economics curriculum would better place Home Economics in the schools and make curriculum 
planning easier. 
The QSA senior Home Economics 2010 syllabus occupied most discussion about State 
syllabus effect on teacher agency. The 2010 syllabus for Senior Home Economics were initially well 
received, however, it had proved to be problematic and difficult to write school programs from. The 
result was a curriculum in schools that had not addressed teacher concerns about assessment and 
workload for students. The Home Economics 2010 syllabus was a difficult document to interpret and 
write school curriculum from. The concerns raised were:  
 Lack of recognition for the amount of student work needed to meet syllabus 
requirements 
 Lack of clarity in the written document which allowed it to be open to different 
interpretations and therefore manipulation by individuals.  
 Opportunity to modernise the syllabus was lost. 
 Lost opportunity to reduce the volume of work Home Economics students were 
required to complete over the course of two years 
Both of these aspects had different effects on teacher agency. Lack of recognition for student work 
resulted in teachers looking to improve recognition outside of the QSA such as establishing 
competitions for student work. This approach to obtaining student recognition increased teacher 
workload but was considered essential by the teacher. Lack of clarity in the syllabus resulted in 
increased workload for teachers, as they were required to rewrite their school curriculum a number 
of times after initial rejection by the QSA, Teachers were disillusioned with the syllabus because it 
had initially offered an opportunity to modernise the subject, tailor it closer to student interests and 
change out-dated assessment practices. However, rejection of their new school Home Economics 
programs by QSA had resulted in teachers returning to past practices, something that they felt 
disappointed about. They blamed the return to past practices on the Home Economics Panel process 
that reviewed their school program proposals, rather than on the curriculum documents released by  
QSA. All participants described the syllabus as initially attractive, as it appeared to try and reduce the 
excessive volume of work Home Economics students were required to complete. A reduction in the 
volume of work required by students did not eventuate.  
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Affiliated Organisations and Teacher Agency  
 All feedback participants agreed that the QSA, the State and Regional Panels organised by 
the QSA, universities and the HEIAQ had not done enough for Home Economics teachers in schools 
to assist them in planning for and implementing curriculum changes. Three of the four participants 
considered the QSA had provided minimal assistance to teachers when they wrote their Senior 
Home Economics school program. The QSA had not supported or in-serviced teachers for junior or 
middle school Home Economics, rather teachers described there was too much focus on Hospitality. 
The Home Economics State and Regional Panels were also identified as problematic. Neither 
provided enough support for teachers and, in the case of Regional panels, personalities of individual 
Panel members affected Home Economics teachers, their programs and their students’ results. The 
HEIAQ was identified to have contributed to the confusion about Home Economics in schools and 
not address teachers’ current concerns such as the future of Home Economics in schools 
(Participants 3, 4 and 5). They also wanted HEIAQ to improve communication with all teachers, not 
just members of the organisation (Participants 3 and 4), and provide current and inspiring PD 
opportunities focused on Home Economics rather than on Hospitality.  
Participants in both feedback sessions expressed concern that the QSA had not sufficiently 
assisted them when they wrote their school programs to meet the 2010 senior Home Economics 
syllabus and when they had problems with their school submission. Participant 8 described this as 
follows: 
I don’t think anyone understood what was needed in the program and they all have 
their own ideas at Panel so nothing was getting through. The end result from that 
was that teachers were scared, when you get the knockback three or four times you 
get very worried. This is meant that the new program looks just like the old program 
because you had to bring it back to what it was to get it through Panel. (Participant 8) 
Participant 3 also identified lack of program writing help as a problem, he stated:  
You go well, ‘I need some help’, and there is no help, there is no help and you text 
your panel chair or your email your panel chair or the person QSA and they just refer 
you to the curriculum and that's ridiculous. I actually need someone that I can sit and 
talk with and we don't get that, we don't get that from anyone. (Participant 3) 
Participants described the few in-services that were provided by QSA did not provide enough 
information or instruction to teachers and had not helped them to write the new curriculum. For 
example, Participant 3 stated:  
 Well I think QSA or HEIA could be doing that [providing in-servicing] and they 
don't do it. The only workshop you get from QSA is where they want to make 
sure that you get your R6 right. (Participant 3) 
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 The State and Regional Panels were described as problematic by all participants. Teachers 
described specific examples of individual teacher manipulation at regional Panel meetings as well as 
a lack of assistance by panel to meet Panel requirements. Participant 3 revealed being a Panel 
member and working with the panel process had been the most stressful experience he had in a 
school year. So much so he had withdrawn from Panel to avoid the stress. The problems with Panel 
included descriptions of incidents where Panel members had disagreed with how assessment should 
be done and had lowered student’s grades from schools that completed assessment differently to 
their own. Participant 3 conveyed concern over the Panel process, he stated:  
They [Panel members] still say that’s not how it’s meant to be done it should be 
done like this… I honestly believe people go to the Panel and they say they are 
there for the wellbeing of the subject but really they are there to get the results 
they want. (Participant 3) 
Participants also provided examples of problems they had experienced Panel members. Participant 8 
stated:  
…the personalities of the teachers on panel affect other schools results… I have 
annoyed some people on Panel and I know that when they get my work I get 
very scared because I know they’re going to make my students suffer… The 
whole Panel process just doesn’t seem to work for me and I don’t know many 
people who it does work for. (Participant 8) 
The Queensland Home Economics Institute of Australia (HEIAQ) was considered by all 
participants to provide too few PD opportunities, and the ones that they did run were either 
repetitive or focused on Hospitality. In addition they indicated communication from HEIAQ was poor 
which resulted in a lack of information. Participant stated:  
Well we were debating whether we were going to go to the conference [HEIAQ state 
conference] this year because of the fact it tends to be the same sort of thing every 
year. So we sort of debated is it worth giving up a whole Saturday to go where we 
don't really get anything out of…. So we decided not to go and that's sort of really the 
only PD that was offered. (Participant 4) 
Likewise for Participant 3 who said:  
When we go to HEIA, it's the same old same old, and we just get bored and 
want to go home before afternoon tea… we don't get stuff because we are not 
members [of HEIA], … we are left out of the loop as to what is actually 
happening. Other than that there have not been any PD opportunities. 
(Participant 3) 
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Universities were also described as providing inadequate leadership and training. 
Participants expressed concern about the low numbers of graduates exiting Queensland universities 
qualified in the specialist area of Home Economics. Participants predicted unsatisfactory 
consequences for Home Economics in schools as increasing numbers of non-Home Economics 
trained teachers are required to teach Home Economics. Participant 4 described this in the following 
way, 
There are not enough Home Economics teachers now so in schools the teachers of 
HPE are forced to teach in the Home Economics area. This is changing what is 
happening in schools. When you have a HPE teacher teaching Home Economics they 
are looking at health and they are ignoring all of the principles that make Home 
Economics so important. They are teaching HPE in Home Economics so Home 
Economics will not be Home Economics at all, it's going to be HPE. …. You have got to 
ask why we are teaching Home Economics at university if the subject is going under 
HPE and is going to be taught by HPE teachers. They should have gone in and they 
should have studied Health because nowhere in there does the Textiles come in. That 
goes into Art. It's not very satisfactory as it leads to a lot of confusion and 
dissatisfaction. I think we'll be right in the school for a little while or until I retire but I 
don't know what's going to happen in the future. (Participant 4) 
 Professional development was again considered essential by all participants for continual 
teacher growth and enabled the sharing of resources. Participation in PD however, was described by 
all participants as difficult, costly, increased time demands, added to job intensification and placed 
unnecessary burdens on teachers. Many of the PD workshops were held after school or on 
weekends which added time pressure and were particularly difficult for teachers with families. For 
example, Participant 13 stated: 
All the PD was done in my own time although the school did help at times. 
(Participant 13) 
Participant 4 identified PD as valuable and improved his agency however; many of the PD 
opportunities happened after school or in the evening which was difficult for anyone with a family to 
attend. 
Professional Development enhanced teacher agency. The advantages of PD were identified as, 
o Continually updating knowledge, 
o Enabling collegial networking (Participant 4), and 
o Providing an opportunity to share resources (Participant 3).  
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Participant 3 described the sharing of resources as a way to reduce the time teachers had to spend 
on producing class teaching materials. Some teachers, however, were reluctant to share their 
resources, which Participants 3 and 4 intimated as counterproductive to curriculum development. It 
was also stated by Participants 3 and 4 that PD and networking were essential for teachers in small 
departments with no other Home Economics teacher in their school. Participant 4 stated: 
 In a small department sometimes you can get stagnant and professional 
development is needed to invigorate the staff so they will try new aspects or 
new ideas. (Participant 4)  
Participant 3 concurred when he said: There’s no cross sharing and that's what we work with and 
that's the culture that we have in Home Economics. So that's hard for me at times.  
Home Economics teachers needed substantial support from the QSA, Regional Panels and 
HEIAQ; however, teachers believed they had not been supported. The QSA failed to provide a 
syllabus that could be easily interpreted, and did not provide the PD that would have helped 
teachers. Regional Panels likewise did not address teacher concerns regarding the new syllabus. In 
addition, the Panel process had made it harder for teachers and students to achieve the results they 
considered they had earned. Participants expressed concern about the future of Home Economics in 
schools and indicated universities should be doing more to attract and train Home Economics 
teachers.  
Summary  
 Phase 3 focused on the contextual factors that had affected their teacher agency. The 
contextual factors that were raised in Phases 1 and 2 were again discussed. Phase 3 participants 
described an increase in the number of curriculum decisions made by administration without 
consultation with teachers. Participants described increased occurrence of reactive agency as they 
attempted to maintain good quality Home Economics curriculum, despite adverse administrative 
decisions. They described no proactive agency in curriculum development, identifying lack of time 
and energy because of all the forced curriculum changes had inhibited them. There was no evidence 
of passive agency, as all participants in Phase 3 were engaged with reactive agency at a department 
level.  
Participants also indicated that school administration decisions influenced teacher agency, 
particularly when it involved decreased lesson time poor communication and a lack of teacher voice 
in the administrative process. Here they said that some administrations lacked technical knowledge 
about Home Economics, which had resulted in decisions that would have adverse long term 
consequences. Poor subject image was identified by feedback sessions to be a limiting factor in 
teacher agency for Home Economics teachers in schools. Poor subject image which resulted in a 
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poor power and status position in the school, was again described as a negative contextual factor 
which affected teacher agency. These decisions affected Home Economics in ways that differed to 
subjects that were not reliant on specialty classrooms and did not imbed lengthy practical 
experiences for students in their programs. Participants voiced the concern administration appeared 
to be unaware of, or uncaring about the effects administrative curriculum decisions had on Home 
Economics subject curriculum. There was a range of negative emotions and feelings described by 
participants. Some actions by administration had elicited; such as feelings of being ignored, taken for 
granted, discriminated against and taken advantage of. Participants felt administration considered 
Home Economics was unimportant, and as a result it was treated as peripheral to school priorities in 
student learning.  
The entire curriculum changes described by participants in Phase 3 were reactive agency as 
they changed curriculum in response to forced school curriculum changes. There was little evidence 
of proactive agency and no evidence of passive agency. Teacher motivation and good PD 
opportunities continued to be described as catalysts for effective curriculum change, even when the 
change was reactive. Drawing on table 5.1, Participants 3, 4 and 8 agency continued to be described 
as reducing. They had less energy and opportunity to exercise proactive agency and had not engaged 
in reactive agency. At Phase 3, there were no descriptions of proactive agency occurring over the 
year. Proactive agency is an underdeveloped area of research and more research needs to occur 
especially in relation to changing curriculum and teacher engagement with curriculum.  
Phases 2 and 3 highlighted the negative effects of formal national and state levels 
curriculum mandates were identified as the main contributing factors to administration take-over of 
school curriculum decisions to the detriment of proactive teacher agency. Participants considered 
the lack of clarity about Home Economics’ place in the AC had adversely affected Home Economics in 
their school curriculum and reduced their agency in schools as it had marginalised them from a 
number of other subjects. The QSA had contributed to their workload because the state Home 
Economics syllabus had proved to be problematic and had not addressed teacher concerns about 
assessment and workload for students.  
Job intensification caused by administrative timetabling and staffing decisions and lack of 
collegiality had increased workload and school demands for Home Economics teachers. Good 
collegial relationships were important for proactive and reactive teacher agency. Teachers need 
support for from QSA, Regional Panels and the HEIAQ to improve their proactive agency and to make 
the task of reactive agency easier. 
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This chapter presented the findings from Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the study. The following 
chapter 6 will present the discussion of the results in relation to the research questions, followed by 
the conclusion and recommendations. 
 
 
 
Chapter 6   Discussion 
 Introduction 
The dual purposes of this study were to investigate teacher perceptions of their role in 
curriculum change and the contextual factors that influenced those using the Triadic Reciprocality 
Framework Core Agency Concepts (TRAFCAC) model (Figure 2.3) and in response to the research 
questions: 
1.     What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their current 
teacher agency? 
2.     What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ understandings of how contextual 
factors have affected the reciprocal relationship between their teacher agency and their 
consequent teaching practice? 
The TRAFCAC model proved to be suitable because it enabled the core components of agency to be 
identified and recognised in teacher actions (Figure 2.1). The model also provided a structure for 
recognising and exploring teacher’s perceptions of the complex, interconnected network of 
personal, environmental and behavioural factors that determined their capacity to exercise human 
agency.  
This research was conducted at the initial stages of the Australian Curriculum (AC) (2010) 
and was completed after the AC had been implemented in schools for a year (2013). The researcher, 
as a Home Economics teacher and researcher, was interested in how teachers’ agency had altered in 
relation to the changes n schools, not only in curriculum but also in educational restructuring in 
Queensland, where Year 7 was being moved into secondary schools and where a national testing 
regime (NAPLAN) had been instituted. This chapter begins by discussing the changes in teachers’ 
agency over the duration of the research study. 
6.1 Agency in curriculum change 
It was found hat at department and school level curriculum there appeared to be three ways 
that agency was manifest: proactive agency; reactive agency; and passive agency. Identification of 
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these three kinds of agency has not been reported in the literature and is unique to the current 
research. The following section discusses these three manifestations of agency as found in the 
research. 
Teachers’ behaviour in exercising proactive agency was manifest in them choosing to make 
curriculum change themselves and enacting all four components of the core properties of agency 
(intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness, and self-reflectiveness). Teachers displayed high 
agency, and described high efficacy and motivation. Proactive agency was motivated by a number of 
determinants such as good quality Professional Development (PD), and positive collegial and 
administrative support. Proactive agency aligns with the bottom-up approach to curriculum change 
which has been recognised by curriculum change researchers as providing teachers with the greatest 
sense of ownership and pride (Larson, 1992; Luke, Weir, & Woods, 2008). In the current research, 
proactive agency provided the greatest teacher engagement and involvement, and enabled teachers 
to have some ownership in relation to curriculum change. Marsh (2004) suggests that this bottom-
up approach to curriculum change ensures continued teacher engagement, however, is hard to 
control,. This observation proved to be the case in the current study, where it was found that the 
best approach for engagement with curriculum change was to implement reactive agency where 
administration and HoDs retained control and direction of curriculum and teachers took on the task 
of managing the changes in their subject areas. 
Reactive agency occurred at department and school levels where teachers made curriculum 
change as a result of forced or required school and department changes. Forced changes included 
school decisions about class times and the subjects offered to students at different year levels. 
Required changes included alterations to the senior Home Economics syllabus. In reactive agency, 
two of the four core properties (intentionality and forethought) were not apparent as motivation for 
teachers in the initial stages of curriculum change. Instead, teachers responded to forced changes. 
These teachers still believed they retained high agency in controlling what happened in their 
department and classes but felt they had no control over initial curriculum changes made, for 
example, by administration. Motivation to make the curriculum changes work was still high because 
teachers felt compelled to minimise any negative effects the forced curriculum change might have 
on their teaching. This finding indicated that teachers’ perceptions of their agency can remain high 
even when the curriculum change has not been initiated by the teacher and the initial stages of 
intentionality and forethought were made by an external source. The current research highlighted 
that good relationships with administration and HoDs could overcome a top-down approach to 
curriculum change implementation. Thus agency can be seen to be context specific, where teachers 
can experience high agency in one area (controlling change in their classroom) and low agency in 
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another area (not having control over forced or required changes). There is a dearth of research 
about the effects of this combination of agency. The current research offers one view in considering 
this complex teacher behaviour. 
Passive agency occurred for at department and school levels where, for example, teachers 
completely withdrew to their classroom and did not engage in curriculum change. Outside of their 
classroom, teachers had low efficacy and little motivation to enact change. These teachers 
completely removed themselves from input or influence in department and school curriculum 
changes. These teachers described working in hostile environments. For example, Participant 12 
stated: I just don’t get along with my Principal. We are always at loggerheads (Phase 2). Others 
experienced a hostile environment as exclusion from all curriculum decisions by administration or 
Head of Departments (HoDs). This has been identified by curriculum change researchers as a 
possible response to a top-down approach to curriculum change (Fullan, 2001; Knight, 2009; Larson, 
1992). Research indicates that long-term implementation success of mandated curriculum changes 
when using a top-down-approach is unlikely (Dinham, 2007). Rather teachers need some ownership 
of their curriculum change. They need to be involved and have effective input, something a top-
down approach does not encourage, as was found in the current research. Passive agency was 
described by participants as resulting from decisions made by others that were beyond their control 
but by which they were expected to abide. Passive agency was the most disturbing of the three 
manifestations of agency found in the current research. There appears to be no literature that has 
explored this kind of agency, particularly for teachers in marginal subjects such as Home Economics. 
However, with such detrimental effects, we need to know more about this potentially damaging kind 
of teacher agency. 
In addition to the three manifestations of agency, the current research identified three 
perceptions teachers had of their agency in relation to curriculum change. Teachers’ perceptions of 
their agency appeared to have a direct relationship to a teacher’s position in the school. Perceptions 
of teacher agency can significantly alter over time, most notably in intentionality and forethought; 
and some teachers exercised agency to resist change. The research indicated that teachers with no 
curriculum role outside the classroom expressed the lowest levels of agency. Though these teachers 
described high agency in their own classrooms they did not consider that they were able to influence 
school curriculum. It became very clear from the study that making curriculum change at a 
department and school level was difficult for many classroom teachers because they held 
perceptions of a personal lack of credibility and influence in their department and school. For 
example, Participant 9 described her young age and her lack of experience in her first few years at 
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her school as contributing to her lack of credibility with peers. Because of her perception of her lack 
of experience, she described that she could not influence curriculum at a department or school level.  
Sewell (1992) found that the extent to which agency was exercised by individuals depended 
on their positions within their collective organisations. The current research found that the higher up 
in the leadership chain a teacher was, the more agentic (proactive) they were. Over half the 
participants in this study worked as either a HoD or held higher administrative positions in their 
school. All these teachers indicated that they had high agency. This study found that the differences 
between the levels of agency for HoDs were attributed to individual school environments and 
teacher relationships with colleagues and administration. This finding aligns with that of Priestley, 
Edwards, Priestley, and Miller (2012), who suggested that teachers’ agency varies from context to 
context. The HoDs in the current research who described high agency at the school level and who 
considered themselves very influential and effective, also described themselves as being part of the 
whole school administrative team and having a close relationship with their Principal. It became 
apparent as the study progressed that, though HoDs were involved in curriculum change and 
curriculum development, classroom teachers were not. Thus each group experienced agency 
differently. 
Teachers who successfully engaged with curriculum change at department and school level, 
increasingly engaged with further curriculum changes at these levels. Lack of success in curriculum 
change affected teachers negatively and they described themselves as no longer attempting to 
engage with or change curriculum outside of their classrooms. Participant 8, for example, described 
planning a new Year 10 Home Economics subject, which was not taken up by the school. She stated: 
You put in all this work, and it goes nowhere. So, why bother, I just work with my classes now. Failed 
attempts to affect curriculum change resulted in some teachers withdrawing from future attempts 
to change curriculum, and had the effect of lowering their efficacy to plan for and implement 
change.  
Teachers used agency not just to achieve curriculum change, but also to resist changes that 
were forced onto them. This phenomenon has also been identified by Datnow (2012) and 
Hargreaves (1994) as resistance to change. In particular, active teacher resistance to change for the 
Home Economics teachers in the current research occurred when teachers did not accept that the 
proposed changes would benefit student learning. Their resistance to outside, mandated change 
appeared to have motivated these teachers to adopt a proactive stance to protect their subject and 
student learning. The success or failures of teachers’ attempts to make successful curriculum change 
were outside the paramounts of this study. Future research in this area would shed further 
understanding of this behaviour by teachers. 
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Passive agency was demonstrated by some teachers in the current research when they 
chose to do nothing as a course of action.  Participant 1 explained her reluctance to attempt 
curriculum change in the following way: I just mind my own business now and stay in my classroom. 
When I stick my nose out it gets chopped off anyway so why bother. This form of agency should not 
be confused with teachers who did nothing because of lack of interest or motivation. In this study all 
teachers demonstrated interest or motivation and worked is some way toward developing new 
curriculum or maintaining the existing curriculum in their classroom. Passive agency was exercised 
by teachers who chose to make no attempt to change or resisted curriculum change at department 
or school level because they believed they could not affect changes at these levels. Passive 
resistance appeared to occur in one of two ways. The first was where the classroom teacher 
attempted to implement the directed changes in their own classroom in their own way. Such an 
approach resulted in variations of the school’s planned changes being incorporated into student 
learning. This was exemplified by Participant 9, who described several innovations she attempted in 
her classroom. The second approach was where administration and the HoD thought the classroom 
teacher had implemented the required changes, but in reality nothing changed and teachers 
continued to do what they had previously done. This response was exemplified by Participant I, who 
stated: You do what you have always done because it works and the kids like it. Changes come and 
go; I’ve seen lots of them. This approach prevented the intended learning outcomes from reaching 
the students and could be considered the most damaging form of teacher resistance. Passive 
resistance occurred when poor relationships existed between the teacher and their HoD or 
administration. This finding concurs with that of Poole (2008), who found that when there is a lack of 
communication, understanding and respect between teachers and administrators, teacher stress is 
increased and teachers feel compelled to react. One way stress in relation to curriculum change 
appeared to be managed by teachers in the current research was through passive resistance. 
 Passive resistance has also been described as a consequence of reform burnout, where 
teachers chose not to engage with curriculum change because of their past experiences with 
continual, numerous and rapid previous changes. Reform burnout was evident in some teachers in 
the current research. Like Datnow (1995) found in her study, this study identified a number of 
negative emotions associated with repeated curriculum reform. Unlike Datnow’s study, however, 
the older and late career Home Economics teachers who described experiencing constant curriculum 
change with little success or improvement in their subject had not slipped into passive resistance. 
They continued instead to describe proactive and reactive agency, similar to the middle career 
teachers. The current research found that most Home Economics teachers regularly changed 
classroom and department curriculum to maintain currency and interest, and to meet students’ 
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needs and abilities. They also attempted to resist change or at least minimise its impact if they felt it 
impinged on the quality of the programs they were teaching.  
The following section relates to the Research Question 2: What are secondary Home 
Economics teachers’ understandings of how contextual factors have affected their teacher agency? 
This question was explored using the Triadic Reciprocality Framework (Bandura, 1999), which was 
nested in the TRAFCAC model developed for the current research as explained earlier. The three 
contextual determinants are: personal, behavioural and environmental. The section begins with a 
discussion of the personal determinants in relation to teacher agency. 
6.2 Personal Determinants 
The personal determinants discussed in this section include gender assumptions and 
imbalance, low status, and public confusion about Home Economics. This will be followed by 
discussion of Home Economics teacher identity, career stage and teacher motivation to engage with 
curriculum change. 
Gender assumptions and gender imbalance, low status, and public confusion about the 
subject  
The perception of Home Economics as a ‘low status’ subject taught exclusively to and by females, , 
as noted in this study, confirmed earlier findings by Burke and Pendergast (1994), Pendergast (1996) 
and Williams (1994). Of interest was the observation by both male and female participants that male 
teachers of Home Economics were able to challenge this traditional gender bias and raise the 
subject’s profile. Unfortunately, male teachers continue to be rare in this subject area. The current 
research also highlighted the plight of low status subjects such as Home Economics, which included 
being relegated to the margins in school curriculum. Very little research has been conducted on how 
curriculum change affects teachers’ agency in perceived low priority subjects, but there is some. For 
example, Shieh (2012) explored ways to enact capacity building in Music in relation to curriculum 
change. One could argue that Music, like Home Economics, can be considered a low priority area in 
many high schools. Shieh (2012) suggests that Music teachers should make more contact with 
professional associations to build capacity; however, the current research suggests that Home 
Economics teachers do connect with their own professional body, but are not always satisfied with 
that relationship.  
It was also made apparent that many schools and parents were directing the ablest students 
to choose subjects with higher profiles on the grounds that those subjects were more academic and 
would improve students’ results. Home Economics was considered a low status subject, being less 
academic and detrimental to students’ overall school results. In addition, participants reported that 
school subject advisors were encouraging less academically able students or those who may have 
155 
  
performed poorly due to behavioural and learning problems to choose Home Economics. Thus Home 
Economics teachers found increased numbers of learning and behaviourally challenged students in 
their classes, which perpetuated and aggravated the distinction between Home Economics and 
higher profile subjects. Teachers of subjects such as Home Economics that exist outside of the core 
areas of study found attracting academic students difficult. This finding was similar to the findings of 
Goodson’s (1993) and Grossman and Stodolsky’s (1995) research. These are troubling findings in 
that they identify where Home Economics is both perceived and placed in the curriculum and the 
inherent struggles teachers must face in addition to managing curriculum change directives. 
The current research has revealed that progress in acceptance for Home Economics in 
schools has still not been achieved. The subject continues to suffer from a gender bias and has poor 
subject image based on traditional assumptions about the subject. The inclusion of male Home 
Economics teachers in the subject area has begun to address the traditional gender bias associated 
with the subject; however, the proportion of male Home Economics teachers to female teachers 
remains small. Home Economics continues to be considered a peripheral subject, it elicits less 
respect than its more ‘academic’ or male dominated counter parts, has low status and it has minimal 
power to influence school decisions. Efforts made to improve Home Economics profile and status 
may have improved status slightly in some schools but, as far as could be determined within the 
limitations of this study, such improvement is not widespread.  
Home Economics teachers have maintained a strong subject identity    
The current research revealed that Home Economics teachers strongly identified with their 
subject, and being a Home Economics teacher was integral to their teacher identity. Many factors 
that contributed to identity such as career stage, collegial relationships, teacher emotions and 
motivation varied greatly. Hargreaves (2005) identified teacher identity an important contributing 
factor to teacher agency and that it affected how teachers respond to curriculum change. Therefore 
teacher identity needs to be considered when any curriculum reform is planned; however, in most 
reform agendas it is not (Hargreaves, 2005). Flores and Days (2006) described identity as multi-
dimensional, where aspects of teacher identity can and do change, while other aspects remain 
constant. Day (2002) further suggested that there are two kinds of professional identities that 
emerge from curriculum change. The first is a professional identity that includes some 
responsibilities for student learning by professionals who exercise broad moral purposes in their 
work. The other emerges with teachers whose measured success is primarily to have students pass 
tests. All participants in the current research described themselves as a Home Economics teacher 
and believed in the value of their teaching in students’ lives, even those who had other duties such 
as HoDs. This reflects Day’s description of teachers who exercise moral purpose. These teachers 
remained committed and passionate about teaching Home Economics. They were convinced of the 
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necessity of the subject in the school curriculum regardless of changes to school curriculum. Teacher 
commitment to, and belief in, Home Economics as a valuable and worthwhile subject in student 
learning’ did not change over the three phases of the research or across contexts. Teachers from all 
stages in the teacher life cycle expressed strong belief in the need for Home Economics in student 
learning. Participants indicated that the knowledge, skills and dispositions taught in Home 
Economics were essential living skills, not taught to students in any other arena of the students’ 
lives. This strong sense of righteousness in mission and need in students’ lives contributed to Home 
Economics teachers’ strong identity.  Participant 4’s response was typical of the teachers in this 
study when she stated: If we don't teach it too them then who will? There is no one out there that 
does other than us. 
Home Economics teachers also shared understandings of what it meant to be a Home 
Economics teacher in a school, working in a marginalised subject, fighting for place in a crowded 
school curriculum. There was evidence of strong association and strong bonding to the common 
cause. They had all described experiencing similar barriers, and had addressed similar problems. As a 
result there was commonality in understanding of the need to protect, defend and collaborate to 
further the cause of Home Economics in schools. It appeared that the battle for place and presence 
in a school curriculum had strengthened rather than weaken Home Economics teacher identity. The 
constant need to justify and fight for position, evaluate and reflect on their contribution to student 
learning, had strengthened Home Economics teachers resolve to maintain a presence in the school 
curriculum. Poole (2008) found that, by taking a collective form of action, groups of teachers who 
were pressured to work within structures that they felt were incompatible with their own beliefs 
and values were able to provide protection for maintaining one’s identity. . This form of collegial 
support can enable teacher agency to remain proactive and positive as shared bonding improved 
individual  identity and enabled teachers to maintain  proactive agency whether in or out of the 
classroom.  
There was a spectrum of responses about factors that affected Home Economics teachers’ 
identity in the current research. Some teachers spoke of dissatisfaction, frustration, low morale and 
motivation, as well as concern for the future of Home Economics in schools. Other teachers 
described contentment, engagement and enthusiasm for the future, and there were variations in 
between. One aspect that became apparent as this research progressed was that many Home 
Economics teachers see themselves as subject discipline teachers, as well as teachers of Home 
Economics curriculum in school. A subject discipline and a school subject are not the same things 
(see section 2.2). Hargreaves (1994) points out that, if teachers confuse teaching a school subject 
with teaching a subject discipline, there can be role identity confusion. Changes to school subject 
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curriculum that do not reflect the subject discipline will challenge a teacher’s identity. Any challenge 
to teacher identity, such as curriculum change, can then become a challenge to teacher agency 
(Lasky, 2005). School curriculum changes that split Home Economics in different subject 
departments may affect Home Economics teachers more if they see their role as teachers of a 
subject discipline rather than a school subject. For some teachers in this study, the difficulty of 
accepting a change of roles from teaching a discipline to teaching a subject was evident. They had 
not dealt very well with the separation of Home Economics into different subject areas such as HPE 
and Hospitality. Participant 8 described the changing place of Home Economics in schools as …the 
end of Home Economics in this school. This is a concern because if teachers have accepted their place 
in the school hierarchy as a low status subject or as a subject subsumed into another, they may not 
think it possible to change school opinion or that it was worth the effort required to change.  
Effects of career stage in curriculum change 
The current research revealed that there was little difference between middle and late 
career teachers perceptions of their teacher agency and the factors that affected it. These results 
are in contrast to Hargreaves (2005), who identified middle career teachers as the most responsive 
group of teachers to curriculum change engagement, as they were able to balance their enthusiasm 
and energy level with experience and knowledge of teaching. This research found that early career 
teachers struggled with agency as they developed their teacher identity. However, teacher agency 
improved significantly for early career teachers as they became increasingly more confident with 
classroom pedagogy, behaviour management, school procedures and processes, and consequently 
their job satisfaction improved. Hargreaves (2005) suggested that teacher’s professional-self evolves 
over the early stages of their teaching career as they developed stronger teacher identities. Younger 
teachers’ job satisfaction over the course of the study improved as they became increasingly more 
confident with classroom pedagogy, behaviour management and school procedures and processes. 
Immediate issues such as classroom management, behaviour management and school procedures 
were far more significant in their lives, largely due to inexperience, lack of knowledge of school 
procedures and processes and learning student behaviour management strategies. Curriculum 
concerns outside of their own classrooms were often relegated as minor concerns; their focus was 
survival in the classroom. As they become more experienced over the three years of the study, focus 
on curriculum issues external to their personal classrooms occurred. For these teachers, experience 
in teaching improved their personal job satisfaction and improved their agency. However, the 
researcher acknowledges that the small sample size restricted accuracy in making generalisations 
about the effects of early career stages on agency; therefore, further research into early career 
teacher agency is needed. 
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Teacher motivation is a powerful incentive to make curriculum change 
Home Economics teachers in the current research expressed strong belief in the value of 
their subject to enhance and improve student lives and this proved to be a major motivational tool 
for them to continue teaching. To improve student learning appears to be deeply embedded in their 
teacher identity. Motivation, self-efficacy and belief in the value of Home Economics in school 
curriculum were primary driving forces for most teachers to exercise agency either to make 
curriculum change or maintain existing curriculum. For example, Participant 11 believed her 
students were entitled to a TAFE certificate in Fashion Design as they had completed enough work to 
satisfy this requirement. As a result she planned for and implemented the change. This moral 
purpose was a significant motivator. The current study found moral purpose in early career teachers 
was tested. They were at most risk of experiencing disillusionment and disengagement. Mentoring 
relationships and positive collegial relationships supported early career teachers thorough this 
difficult stage. When teachers were provided with a supportive, collegial environment, their 
motivation to engage with curriculum change was improved.  There has been very little research into 
the effects of curriculum change on teachers’ motivation. A finding of the current research supports 
Bandura (1991) and Fullan (1993) findings which established that motivation on its own is not 
enough to maintain teacher involvement in curriculum. Teachers require an encouraging and 
supportive environment throughout the teacher lifecycle if motivation is to be maintained. 
Improving motivation strengthens self-efficacy, which in turn increases engagement in curriculum.  
Several personal determinants affected teacher agency for Home Economics teachers in the 
current research. There was no one of these determinants that was predominant over the others. It 
was the constellation of factors working together that helped to shape teacher agency, whether that 
was low or high agency, proactive, reactive or passive agency. These factors, however, cannot be 
considered alone. The TRAFCAC model used for the research suggests that one must also consider 
the behavioural determinants on teacher agency with the personal determinants to better 
understand Home Economics teachers’ agency in relation to curriculum change. The follow section 
considers the findings in relation to behavioural determinants. 
6.3 Behavioural determinants  
School culture affected teacher agency  
 Teacher responses in the current research indicated that school culture accounted for some 
of the behaviours of teachers as they were conditioned to behave in ways acceptable by their 
school. According to Bandura (1997a), this kind of conditioning can result in specific teacher 
behaviour, pedagogy, and over time modified or change goals and actions of the teachers. The 
current research found that teachers were repeatedly rewarded or punished for specific behaviours, 
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which in the long term resulted in them making permanent behavioural changes. Teachers learnt to 
respond in a certain way to a situation or to achieve a certain outcome as a result of embedded 
school practices while inappropriate behaviours were punished. While this kind of conditioning is an 
unwritten practice, it enables schools to operate within predetermined guidelines and procedures. 
For example, the hidden curriculum enables existing school practices to be maintained and teachers 
are not likely to challenge these pre-existing modes of action or beliefs. Little research on the effects 
of the hidden curriculum on teachers’ agency as they engage with curriculum change has been 
reported. Phillips (2013) suggested that the notion of hidden curriculum includes a repository set of 
unauthorised and sometimes unacceptable values implicit to a school. These values may be at odds 
with values held by teachers. Unexplained but implied codes of expected behaviours can be 
ambiguous and, according to Schimmel (2003), when people do not have opportunities to both 
present their views and have their views acknowledged they become dissatisfied with the workplace 
and what it represents.  
The long term impact that conditioning had on Home Economics teachers’ agency was hard 
to ascertain in the current research because identifying practices that had become established 
behaviours was difficult when these behaviours were accepted as normal by the teacher concerned. 
What were identifiable were the different methods employed by schools, administration, 
departments and other teachers to modify teacher behaviour. Conditioning practices included 
rewards such as inclusion in administrative processes, approval by and complements from 
administration, access to resources, time-table and room allocation favours, and assistance with 
curriculum proposals. Punishments involved disapproval and negative feedback, exclusion from 
administrative decisions and denial of requests including resources. The research identified how 
diverse each school was in its structure, organisation, function and expected codes of behaviour for 
teachers.  Conditioning appeared more effective and less threatening to agency in departments 
where teachers had closer personal contacts with colleagues. In harmonious collegial environments, 
the learning of acceptable school behaviours was easier.  
Good collegial relationships are fundamental to high teacher agency.  
This study revealed that good collegial relationships enabled the development of 
collaborative relationships where teachers worked together to achieve common curriculum goals. 
However, two types of poor collegial relationships also emerged. The first was where a classroom 
teacher described poor collegial relationships with fellow teachers in the same department or, less 
often, in different departments (Participants 1, 2, 8, 9, 12 and 13). This type of poor collegial 
relationships adversely affected teacher perceptions of their capacity to work collectively toward 
common department and school curriculum goals. For many teachers, the need to work 
collaboratively was essential to share the workload and support each other. Teacher engagement 
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with curriculum at department and school level had ramifications for department colleagues and the 
HOD. For example, positive engagement with department and school curriculum by all staff in a 
department spread the workload for each, which resulted in dynamic and modern dialogue, enabling 
curriculum development and changes to be a natural and normal part of department functioning. 
Positive engagement reduced teacher and HOD workload and helped prevent burn-out for particular 
teachers. In contrast, negative attitudes toward curriculum change or low efficacy resulted in 
teachers focusing on their own classroom curriculum and not contributing to the department or 
school curriculum. It also resulted in teachers resisting change to their classroom curriculum. Either 
behaviour placed increased pressure on those teachers and HoDs that were required to or wanted 
to make changes to curriculum because of school, state and national curriculum change. These 
results concur with those suggested by Somech (2010), who found that providing teachers with 
opportunities to participate in the decision making process enabled teachers to gain a sense of 
empowerment. An interesting finding from Somech’s research was that, while teachers may have 
felt empowered, this sense did not lead necessarily to a greater commitment to the school. It did, 
however, provide a motivational mechanism for commitment to teaching. This behaviour was found 
in the current research, particularly with Participant 1, whose passive resistance to curriculum 
change did not reduce her commitment to her students. The second type of poor collegial 
relationship occurred when there was conflict between teachers and their HOD or administration. 
Conflict was particularly evident with Participants 1, 8, 9 and 12. However, the effects of both poor 
collegial and administrative relationships on classroom teacher agency appeared to be minimal. 
Teachers continued to describe themselves as in control in their classroom. At a department and 
school level, however, the effects of both types of poor relationships were notable. 
Lack of collegial relationships with other Home Economics teachers was found to be adverse 
to teacher agency. This lack of Home Economics collegial relationships was felt the most by teachers 
in schools that had only one Home Economics teacher. These teachers described themselves as 
isolated and over worked because they had no one with whom to share the task of preparing new 
resources and curriculum, or to engage in with Home Economics specific dialogue. As a result, they 
felt they had little opportunity to be agentic or to extend what they did. These teachers would 
benefit from increased support from Home Economics teachers in nearby schools, greater 
engagement with the QSA and with the HEIAQ.  
Resource development such as the writing of lessons, preparation of teaching materials, and 
assessment items were identified by participants as a desired outcome of collegiality. Shared 
resources improved teacher agency, while withholding or restricting resources contributed to 
isolating teachers, challenged collegiality, and decreased agency. Sharing resources reduced the time 
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pressures on teachers by reducing the time spent to develop resources for new curriculum. In some 
circumstances where resources were not available through sharing or through PD, teachers’ plans 
for change did not proceed. This response was evident in Participants 3 and 4 comments, who both 
described wanting to make changes but not having the time to resources the desired changes. There 
were descriptions, however, of teachers who were reluctant to share their resources to assist 
others. 
6.4 Environmental determinants  
The environmental determinants identified in the current research included school 
administration and administrative decisions, changes to the structure and function of subject 
departments and HoDs, as well as problems with the formal curriculum documents available to 
teachers and appropriate PD opportunities. The following section will expand on the each of these.  
Administrations have increased their control in all aspects of school curriculum to the 
detriment of teacher agency.  
The current research revealed that teachers believed that administrations’ increased role in 
curriculum decision making was in response to the national Australian Curriculum (AC) 
requirements, EQ. curriculum requirements and attempts to improve NAPLAN performance in their 
school. The increase in administration control over curriculum had, for many of the participants, 
negated teacher input into school curriculum decisions. The method of implementation at school 
level curriculum had moved closer to a top-down approach, where teachers and HoDs were told the 
parameters for their subject and they were then required to make it fit. Teachers also described 
many of the administrative decisions as uninformed and had unintended consequences on Home 
Economics in their schools, as well as on teacher agency.   
Teachers identified the most immediate and often the least negotiated change to school 
curriculum was the placement of Home Economics into the school program. An example of this was 
the placement and timing of scheduled classes and the removal of Home Economics as a subject 
offering to certain Year levels. An increased number of schools had reduced the length of Home 
Economics class time, some by up to half. These changes resulted in teachers having to rewrite the 
year level curriculum.  Although it was described as frustrating and annoying by teachers, in most 
cases the changes were accepted, with adjustments made to accommodate the shortened lesson 
and minimise the impact on department and classroom curriculum. What became apparent from the 
research was that all teachers continued to attempt to deliver the same or similar curriculum with 
modifications made to accommodate the administrative timetable changes. This finding agree with 
Fullan’s (1993) observation that changes to formal structures in school such as time-tables and time 
allocation will not change the ways teachers work. Teachers will always teach what they have 
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taught, unless they themselves embrace the change. For Home Economics teachers in the current 
research, changes in time-tables and time allocation made little impact on Home Economics content 
in schools.   
Teachers identified that a bigger problem for Home Economics occurred in schools where 
administration had chosen to remove or replace Home Economics at one year level, yet retained it 
at other year levels. This action reduced student numbers taking Home Economics in that year and in 
following years, particularly at senior levels. It also resulted in other disciplines taking content that 
had previously been taught in Home Economics and some teachers had found the subject 
disappeared from the school curriculum. When, Home Economics, was removed from the senior 
subject offering, not only did the subject loose senior student numbers and status in the school, 
fewer students selected the subject in middle school, as there was no longer any senior pathway for 
them to follow. In some schools, other school subjects such as Technology and Health and Physical 
Education (HPE) had subsumed areas of knowledge, skills and understandings that were traditionally 
taught in Home Economics. For example, HPE taught healthy food choices that incorporated the 
skills of cooking. Other schools have retained the name, Home Economics, and moved the subject 
into the control of another department, often, as observed by Brooker (2001), the HPE department. 
Further threats to Home Economics have come for the increasing focus on education for 
employment, particularly in VET subjects; an influence identified a number of years ago by Williams 
(1994). The current study found there was a trend in schools toward removing Home Economics as a 
subject offering in senior years and replacing it with Hospitality studies or Hospitality Practices.   
This study revealed that school administrations were increasingly staffing Home Economics 
classes with non-Home Economics trained teachers, a trend that was first identified in a 2000 HEIA 
study (HEIA, 2000). The effects of this trend have been increased Home Economics teachers’ work-
load and simplification of junior curriculum to enable non-trained teachers to take the subject. It 
appears that the consequences of these changes for student learning have not been considered Yet 
one of the recommendations from the HEIA (2000) report was to lobby employing authorities to stop 
the ‘practice of employing non-specialist home economics teachers to teach home economics; unless 
appropriate levels of professional development are provided’ (HEIA, 2000, p. 38). The findings from 
this study indicate that HEIA’s lobbying on this issue was unsuccessful as these practices were 
widespread across all school sectors. 
In their 2000 report, HEIA identified a shortage of Home Economics teachers and predicted 
this would become progressively worse. The problems of staffing Home Economics classes with 
specialist Home Economics teachers will continue. The number of university trained Home 
Economics teachers has decreased as a result of fewer student teachers choosing to specialise in 
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Home Economics (HEIA, 2000). The current trend of requiring non-Home Economics teachers to 
teach this speciality subject creates problems for the Home Economics department, the teachers and 
the students. Non-specialist teachers do not have appropriate expertise to ensure that the course is 
addressing current thinking in Home Economics pedagogy. It is difficult for teachers teaching outside 
their subject area of expertise to develop the understanding and skills that promote individual and 
family wellbeing without appropriate PD. Further, the shortage of specialist Home Economics 
teachers may contribute to schools choosing not to include Home Economics courses in their schools 
(HEIA, 2000).  
The changed organisational structure, traditional roles of the department, the Head of 
Department and department teachers. 
This research revealed that some Home Economics subject departments have undergone 
significant change as a result of school and departmental restructuring. Mega-departments have 
replaced the traditional department organisational model for some subjects in many schools 
(Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13). These large departments are amalgamations of 
subjects, comprised of teachers from loosely related subject areas. Teachers in the current research, 
who experienced working in melded mega-departments, described feelings of dislocation and 
unease within the new department structure. These are similar effects to what Ritchie, Mackay, and 
Rigano (2006) found in their study of teachers in large mega-departments, where changes to existing 
subject departments in a school can be difficult. Research has indicated that many teachers and 
administrators are committed to the maintenance of traditional department structure, function and 
existing subject boundaries, regardless of the changing structures forced on them by administrations 
or school systems. Teachers in the current research described similar experiences where the melding 
of subjects resulted in the dominant subject, generally HPE. Rosenfeld (2008) reported similar 
findings. According to Datnow (2011), resistance to such change can occur regardless of 
administration’s intent to improve subject department function and role. However, subject 
boundary resistance will impact on the effectiveness of the department, as well as teacher 
satisfaction in the department, as illustrated by teacher responses in this study. Forcing subjects 
together into a single department can also result in contrived collegiality.   
The current research also indicated that Principals’ had modified the role of the HoDs. Heads 
of Department were no longer expected to be curriculum experts in their department, but instead 
were required to be subject and resource managers. As a result of this change, teachers’ roles in 
specific subject areas had expanded and specialist teachers were required to become curriculum 
developers for their speciality area, where in the past the HOD would have taken on this role. This 
had resulted in changes to roles for some teachers and HoDs, a finding that is in accord with 
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Rosenfeld’s (2008) study, which highlighted the changed organisational models in Queensland 
schools.  
The formation of mega-departments has left Home Economics vulnerable, if the HOD is not 
sympathetic to Home Economics. In this study, some teachers were concerned that Home 
Economics was at risk of being ignored or subsumed, and losing its recognised name and intent 
within other subject areas in the mega-departments. The subsuming of Home Economics by other 
departments included descriptions of other subject areas pilfering traditional Home Economics 
content, a finding that concurs with that of Williams (1994). Head of Departments played a pivotal 
role in whether subsuming happened or not. The position of a designated or nominated leader such 
as HOD, gave that teacher greater power. Designated leaders such as HoDs have privileges not 
afforded other teachers. Ritchie et al. (2006) identified the HOD position enabled these teachers to 
have increased access to information, network opportunities, and influence with higher leadership, 
and allowed leaders to filter information to teachers. The increased privileges accorded to HoDs 
enabled them to shape and direct department structure and functions. Head of Department 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness impacted department dynamics. For example, HoDs who had little 
understanding of, lack of interest in, or respect for Home Economics affected the subject in negative 
ways. This research found that some HoDs had created barriers that teachers often found too 
difficult to overcome.  
Teachers from different subject areas hold different conceptual beliefs and have different 
ways of working. For some Home Economics teachers this has resulted in them being required to 
teach in an increasingly disconnected and at times hostile department without collegial support. 
Teachers in mega-departments described having difficulty voicing opinions or having equal say in 
some department melds, particularly in the HPE department meld (Participants 8, 9 and 13) when it 
was dominated by male teaching staff. This finding was similar to Brooker’s (2001) findings in his 
study of HPE departments. Home Economics teachers in schools that allowed Home Economics to 
remain as an identity either in its own department or as part of a larger department expressed 
strong proactive agency. In schools where this did not happen, Home Economics teachers described 
themselves as being less able to make school and department curriculum, and therefore reduced 
agency.  
Job intensification 
All teachers in this study had experienced a number of significant, whole school curriculum 
and assessment changes, which resulted in job intensification similar to changes described by Apple 
and Jungck (1990) and Datnow (1995). Job intensification was a result of increased workloads for 
teachers because of changed HOD roles, as well as changed staffing in the department. Much of the 
work such as curriculum development and the day to day management and organising of Home 
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Economics which was traditionally completed by the HOD, had, in mega-departments, been placed 
back onto the classroom teacher. This research found that HoDs of some mega-departments had 
become less involved with subject specific management and curriculum through lack of interest, lack 
of knowledge or at the direction of the Principal (Participants 1, 2, 8, 9, 11, and 13). As a result, 
classroom teachers had been required to take on the curriculum roles previously filled by HoDs. This 
latter finding accords with Rosenfeld’s (2008) study, which found some Principals require HoDs to 
take on increasingly managerial roles, focused on whole school curriculum rather than specific 
school subjects. For some HoDs, this new role has resulted in conflicting role expectations between 
the HoD, administration and teachers, as well as increased job pressures for HoDs and teachers.  
There was significant curriculum variation between schools, which contributed to significant 
differences in teachers’ workloads. Some Home Economics teachers experienced major curriculum 
changes whilst others experienced minimal curriculum change. In schools that experienced 
significant and continuous curriculum change, teachers saw a risk that long-term curriculum 
planning would be forsaken in favour of immediate curriculum planning, to the detriment of the 
students, school and teachers (Participants 9, 12 and 13). This finding was in concert with Apple and 
Jungck (1990), Apple (2000) and Datnow (1995) that also identified job intensification as a major 
influence on teachers deciding not to engage with curriculum change. Increased time constraints 
were identified by Apple and Jungck (1990) as a major cause of job intensification, with teachers 
describing having too much to do and too little time to do it in. As a result, teachers dealt with the 
immediate issues or concerns and prioritised, doing what had to done for the immediate, leaving 
little time or energy for future planning. Over half the teachers in the current research considered 
that job intensification was caused by changes to working life conditions such as altered subject 
department organisation, increased paper-work requirements, staffing changes and school-wide 
curriculum changes. Their observations supported the extensive literature in the area of teacher 
workload and job intensification (Apple & Jungck, 1990; Datnow, 1995; Easthope & Easthope, 2000; 
Hargreaves, 1994, 2002, 2005). These writers found that increased work demands including longer 
working hours, increased student numbers, increased professional, pastoral and administrative 
duties, as well as increased rates of curriculum change, resulted in increased teacher workloads. 
Teachers experienced changes to school curriculum in too short a time, which has resulted in 
overwork and the risk of ‘burn-out’ (Datnow, 1995; Fullan, 1998).  
Not all job intensification was negative; some teachers reacted in creative and proactive 
ways to intensification with beneficial results, both for the school and the teachers (Participant 7). 
Ballet and Kelchtermans’s (2008) study of how a school and its teachers coped with external 
pressures caused by curriculum change also highlighted this as a possible result of job 
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intensification. In the current research some teachers indicated that the mandated curriculum 
changes at state and school level had enabled them to engage with curriculum creation, something 
they would not have done if the department had not been forced to change curriculum. Their 
involvement was voluntary and for one participant, because no one else in the department wanted 
to write new curriculum, they had a degree of freedom, which they relished. For example, 
Participant 9 explained: I did all the writing for that one because I enjoy it and it gives me control and 
I am able to make change and no one else wanted to do it so I did. This behaviour is an example of 
what Ballet and Kelchtermans (2008) called ‘self-imposed job intensification’ (p. 53), where teachers’ 
own enthusiasm and motivation added workload to their teaching lives; however, personal 
gratification at being able to create workable curriculum outweighed the increased workload 
requirements. In self-imposed job intensification, teachers looked for new challenges and innovation 
to improve teaching. The most common reason given by teachers who described self-imposed 
curriculum changes was currency; they were attempting to make the curriculum increasingly 
relevant to students’ lives. All teachers, including HoDs, described changes they had chosen to make 
to Home Economics curriculum at classroom, department and school levels to meet current student 
interests, skill levels and learning needs. A few teachers identified personal reasons for making 
changes such as personal interest or expertise in a particular topic or to prevent students or teacher 
boredom (Participants 1, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9). 
In contrast, contract teachers in general described being unable to plan for and implement 
significant changes to curriculum and indicated they had to be very careful in what they said and who 
they said it to. For example, Participant 9 (Phase 1) said: I didn’t want to rock the boat, I was afraid I 
might insult someone and at the time I was still contract so I wanted a position so I was being careful 
not to offend anyone too much. The lack of permanency affected what they were prepared to do. 
This same teacher, after she obtained permanency became quite active in curriculum development 
in her school and no longer described being restricted in what she could work toward.  This aspect is 
important for new teachers who were seeking permanent employment or require mentoring as 
mentoring was not available to contract teachers. 
The Australian Curriculum and Queensland Studies Authority  
Some significant changes have occurred in schools over the course of the current research. 
The AC has been rolled out in schools; NAPLAN has become an important national assessment for 
schools and, in Queensland, Year 7 was being introduced into secondary schools and many schools 
were working toward increasing the number of VET subjects such as Hospitality offered in their 
schools. The following describes the effects of these changes on the participants’ agency in the 
research.  
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It became apparent over the course of the research that teachers were becoming 
increasingly aware of the school administration focus on performance in the many areas of 
comparison, particularly to perform well in the NAPLAN national testing (Participants 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, and 13). Teachers described NAPLAN affected course content as well as subject time 
allocation in the school program. Good school performances in NAPLAN became a priority in all their 
schools, both independent and EQ schools. In these schools Home Economics teachers were 
required to teacher the numeracy and literacy skills as part of the Home Economics program. For 
Participants 9 and 13, this was explicit literacy teaching for 15 minutes at the beginning of each 
lesson. The Principal issued this directive to all Years 8 and 9 subject teachers. For other participants, 
it was expected to be embedded into their current curriculum and be identified when requested to 
do so by their administration. The focus on school performance in NAPLAN offered some teachers 
the opportunity to create new curriculum that embedded the key requirements of NAPLAN in a 
Home Economics subject specific program. For the two teachers who had done this, their success 
had encouraged them to attempt other curriculum changes elsewhere in their department and 
school. This innovative approach to embed Home Economics content into literacy programs was 
opportunistic and effective. This approach has not traditionally considered by considered by Home 
Economics teachers. Both these teachers were from EQ schools and both expressed satisfaction at 
being able to: make up some lost ground (Participant 9). Both participants identified there was no 
guarantee that the subject had a future in their school, so the longevity and persistence of their 
program was not assured. If their program was removed from the school curriculum they considered 
their time and energy to develop the unit could have been wasted, but this had not discouraged 
them from spending the time to create the units. Other teachers described that the school focus on 
NAPLAN withdrew time and resources from Home Economics. This finding may or may not continue 
as NAPLAN becomes a more familiar feature in Australian schools. At present there is little Australian 
research that explores this important area. 
Researchers agree there is no fail-proof way of implementing curriculum change (Fullan, 
1993; Hargreaves, 1994; Sarason, 1996); however, there are ways to improve the chances of success. 
Independent schools appeared to have used a hybrid process that closely resembles the reactive 
agency model described in the current research. Such an approach allowed administration to control 
the changes that occurred but enabled teachers to actively introduce the required changes while at 
the same time attempting to minimise the impact of the changes to their existing teaching practices.  
Education Queensland, however, appeared to adopt an exclusively top-down approach, 
where decisions were made at a formal level by educational authorities and school administrations. 
Curriculum decisions were interpreted and enacted without consultation with teachers. Changes 
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were mandated and teachers then told what was to happen and when (Participants 1, 2, 6, 8, 9 and 
13). This approach had been found to result in two teachers responding with passive agency where 
they withdrew into their classroom and did not participate in department and school curriculum 
changes (Participants 1 and 2).    
Educational researchers looking at curriculum change consider that the top-down approach 
will fail (Larson, 1992). Without further research, it is difficult to ascertain what actual changes have 
been made in schools in relation to curriculum. The current research found that Home Economics 
teachers working in the Independent school system described less mandated curriculum change at 
their school level than their counterparts in EQ schools. The Home Economics teachers in three of 
the four independent schools appeared better able to cope with and accommodate the mandated 
school curriculum changes. In contrast, however, a comparison study of how curriculum change 
affects the different sectors of schooling would provide a better understanding of how mandated 
change affects teachers’ agency.  
Lack of place in the Australian Curriculum (AC)  
Teachers in this research identified that the lack of place for Home Economics in the AC had 
a negative effect on Home Economics in their schools; particularly teachers working EQ. This lack of 
clarity about where Home Economics should be placed in a school curriculum had reduced their 
teacher agency. These teachers described the subject as under threat in their school as it lacked 
prestige and power and had no position to bargain from because it was not on the AC. All Home 
Economics teachers wanted the subject to have a place in the AC, but to date this has not happened. 
Teachers indicated that inclusion would add legitimacy and recognition to the subject, and would 
provide clarity to schools. Without it, they suggested Home Economics would continue to be 
marginalised and relegated to the sidelines when school curriculum decision-making occurred. 
Legitimising a subject such as Home Economics, which has traditionally been considered a practical 
or vocational subject in the school curriculum has always proven difficult (Little & Wallin-
McLaughlin, 1993). By not placing Home Economics in the AC framework, this marginalisation 
appears to have been reinforced.  
Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) - Years 7 to 10 
Home Economics curriculum in schools for Years 7 to 10 comprised a bottom-up approach to 
curriculum development where curricula were developed in schools by teachers. The researcher 
found that there were major differences between schools as to what was taught in junior Home 
Economics. The inconsistency among schools was a consequence of the lack of formal curriculum. 
Such a lack of curriculum contributed to a number of negative factors that included, 
 Lower status and power in school curriculum decision making, 
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 Lack of understanding by administration and colleagues of the nature and 
components of Home Economics 
 Little consistency between schools in what was taught, and how it was taught 
 Lack of protection against school administration manipulations, and  
 Increased pressures on teachers to constantly write curriculum and resources for 
individual classes.  
These teachers suggested that a formal curriculum for Years 7 to 10 Home Economics would 
improve accountability, which in turn would improve the quality of Home Economics taught in junior 
years. It would also improve school and community understanding of Home Economics, as well as 
improve status and image.  
However, not all teachers in the study agreed with the need for some type of formal 
curriculum. A few teachers who considered the lack of formal curricula as a strength, it enabled 
them to modify and adjust curriculum as they desired (Participants 1 and 4). In addition it provided 
teachers with the opportunity to develop personal areas of interests to teach to their students. The 
researcher suggests that changing a bottom-up approach where curriculum is developed by 
individual Home Economics teachers to introducing a standardised curriculum aimed at providing 
consistency across the state will be a challenge. As Grossman and Stodolsky (1995) stated:  
If they [teachers of less well defined subjects such as Home Economics] perceive and 
value greater autonomy over the content to be taught as an inherent feature of the 
subject they teach, teachers may resent reforms that threaten to deprive them of this 
autonomy. (p. 9) 
Home Economics teachers may resist standardised curriculum if they relish a greater sense 
of curricular autonomy, as many in the current research did. Grossman and Stodolsky (1995) suggest 
that this autonomy may not benefit the subject or student learning, as teachers control not only 
what is taught but also what is excluded. Some teachers identified the reasons for inclusion in a 
program were, 
 Topic and content choices based on personal likes and dislikes, 
 Teacher perceptions of current societal trends such as the increased use of 
convenience foods or body image, 
 Student and teacher interests such as high fashion, 
 Marketability of the topic to students and parents, 
 Capacity of the students to learn the required knowledge and skills, 
 Resources available to the teacher, 
 Teacher motivation; and  
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Teachers’ own knowledge and skill expertise.  
It was evident that consistency across schools in Home Economics programs in Years 7 to 10 was 
lacking and teachers were aware of this.  
Quality of senior curriculum and syllabus documents  
Senior Home Economics is controlled by a detailed syllabus written by QSA in consultation 
with a number of Home Economics teachers. Teachers in the current study were initially hopeful the 
new syllabus would provide them with an opportunity to update their senior program and focus on 
areas of interest for their students. However, the new syllabus was described as difficult to use, 
poorly structured, lacking detail and clarity, and needing usable examples. Teachers found it hard to 
write school programs because the syllabus offered multiple interpretations of content and 
pedagogy, which was initially suggested as freeing up the curriculum. However, repeated rejections 
of their school programs by QSA made it clear this was not the case. Teachers’ initial optimism gave 
way to confusion and frustration. Teachers described a dichotomy between what was inferred in the 
syllabus and what was acceptable by QSA. Participants also pointed out there were a lack of support 
and PD to enable them to write their senior Home Economics school program successfully. Instead, 
they had, wasted a lot of time trying to get it right (Participant 3). The words used to describe how 
they felt after they had participated in the in-servicing provided by QSA included: bewildered 
(Participant 8), it wasn’t really useful (Participant 3) and confusing (Participant 5 and 12), The need 
to rewrite the senior program a number of times complicated teachers working lives by adding to 
job intensification.  
Concerns raised over some aspects of the Panel process  
The Queensland senior school moderation model was devised to act as quality assurance to 
ensure consistency in standards and comparability of a diverse range of assessments (Adie, 2010; 
Maxwell, 2001). It relies on teacher judgement of their students’ performances as evidence of their 
learning. Senior teachers in the current research who had been members of a regional panel 
described positive and negative aspects of their experiences in this process. The positive aspects 
included opportunities for modelling and vicarious learning from more experienced teachers and 
increased PD opportunities including the sharing of resources. In addition, teachers described 
increased collegial opportunities to converse with knowledgeable colleagues, all of which improved 
their students’ results.  Other more negative aspects of the Panel process were increased teacher 
work load, leaving participants feeling disillusioned with the process. Some teachers observed and 
experienced other Panel members exerting undue personal influence during the moderation and 
verification process, which resulted in either their own students or students from other schools 
being advantaged or disadvantaged in their final grades. Some teachers found the advantages of 
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being on Panel outweighed the disadvantages, while other teachers had withdrawn from Panel 
because they found it frustrating, arduous and:  not worth the effort (Participant 3). 
Lack of Professional Development  
Home Economics teachers considered they had little opportunity to participate in 
appropriate and timely PD. The lack of quality PD was concerning because research indicates such 
PD is a significant contextual factor that improves participation in reactive and proactive agency. 
Dadds (2014) has described the need for PD to go beyond the delivery of content and pedagogical 
approaches and include opportunities for teachers to engage in collaborative dialogue focused on 
pupil learning, something that did not happen for participants in this study. The little PD that was 
available to them through QSA focused on the senior years. Participants described it as repetitive, 
confusing and focused on addressing immediate formal curriculum requirements such as program 
writing for senior curriculum. Any opportunity for collegial interaction was restricted to the Panel 
meetings, which were generally unavailable for teachers who were not members of the Panel.   
There were also mixed responses about the value of HEIAQ to support Home Economics in 
schools and provide PD for teachers. Teachers wanted value for membership fees. A few teachers 
described receiving strong collegial support for some HEIAQ members; however, other teachers 
described little support or assistance. Although only half the participants were members of HEIAQ, 
all participants were of the opinion that the organisation had not provided adequate and 
appropriate PD, and did not support teachers. Teachers considered HEIAQ had done a poor job in 
the provision of PD for teachers and acting as an advocate for the subject at the state and national 
levels. 
The third identified provider of PD for teachers were universities and the tertiary sector. 
Some TAFE colleges supported teachers in the subject area of Hospitality; however, Home 
Economics was described as receiving no support from either TAFE or the universities involved in the 
training of Home Economics teachers. This finding was concerning as Home Economics teachers 
need PD provided at this higher level to achieve what Dadds (2014) describes as appropriate and 
professional PD in which teachers are assisted ‘… to meet new and stimulating ideas and practices, 
to know something not known before, [and] to extend their repertoire of understanding, attitudes 
and skills’ (p. 12). The provision of appropriate and focused PD is essential for the professional 
growth of all teachers. Professional Development should be available for teachers in the current 
unsettled curriculum environments found in many schools. There also needs to be intensive and 
appropriate retraining for teachers of other specialist subject areas who are required to teach Home 
Economics.   
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Introducing Year 7, vocational education and Hospitality studies in schools 
It became apparent in Phases 2 and 3 that Home Economics teachers across all systems of 
education were being impacted by the introduction of Year 7 into Queensland secondary schools. 
For teachers in independent schools, this concern had surpassed any concern that they had about 
implementing the AC. For teachers in EQ schools, the introduction of Year 7 into secondary school 
was an additional pressure placed on them, as they had been affected by the introduction of the AC 
in their schools. Most concerns centred on the allocation of resources, in particular room and 
teacher allocation. Teachers described these logistical decisions were major concerns for their 
school administrations without consultation with Home Economics teachers. As a result, Home 
Economics teachers were required to make administrative decisions work by writing new curriculum 
that met the constraints placed on them. These constraints included reduced subject offerings for 
Years 8 and 9, and increased use of non-Home Economics trained teachers.  
The current research identified that many teachers were concerned with the increased 
uptake of VET subjects, in particular the vocational secondary school subject, Hospitality. Some 
schools had replaced Home Economics with Hospitality in all year levels. A number of Home 
Economics teachers were required by their schools to move from teaching Home Economics to teach 
Hospitality, a phenomenon first identified by Pendergast (2001). Pendergast (2001) went further and 
stated that the effects of Home Economics Teachers being forced to teach Hospitality: 
…has been profound, with many Home Economics teachers opting to redirect their 
entire or significant energies in to one or more of the vocational fields, at the expense 
of home economics. (p. 27) 
This study indicates that Pendergast’s prediction has eventuated for a number of teachers in 
the current research who described the necessity of having to focus on VET subjects to the 
detriment of Home Economics.  
6.5 Conclusion and Recommendations 
The focus of this research was to investigate Home Economics teacher agency by exploring 
perceptions of their agency in relation to curriculum change and the contextual factors that 
influenced their agency. The study used the Triadic Reciprocality Framework Core Agency Concepts 
(TRAFCAC) model (figure 2.3) to frame the research, organise the data and assist in explaining 
results.  The research used a qualitative case study to gain an understanding of teacher agency as 
teachers perceived it. This chapter has presented a reflective analysis of the study’s method and 
methodology.  
An overarching theme from the research was that teachers need to engage with curriculum 
development. Teachers provide the subject speciality knowledge as well as the school specific 
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knowledge to develop the best learning opportunities for students in their classes. Home Economics 
teachers’ perceptions of their classroom agency to develop and introduce new curriculum was high. 
Fewer teachers, however, described having low teacher agency at a department level and even less 
at a school curriculum level. As a result of the introduction of the AC, the impact of NAPLAN and 
changes to schools by QSA directives, teacher influence in school level curriculum decreased over 
the course of the study.  
High agency in classroom curriculum change was common throughout the study. They 
described being able to introduce or change curriculum to achieve the learning outcomes they 
sought. However, there is little external monitoring of what is happening in student learning in 
Home Economics classrooms. Therefore, it was difficult to say if there was actual curriculum change 
happening at this level in Home Economics or whether teachers had continued to do what they have 
always done. If teachers had made changes, there was no evidence about how effective the changes 
were in improving student learning as this was not the focus of the current research. While the study 
of teacher effectiveness in achieving appropriate student learning outcomes in Home Economics was 
beyond the parameters of this study, it is an area that requires further research.  
Exercising teacher agency outside of their classroom however, was not the same for 
participants as their engagement with classroom curriculum change. This research identified that 
Home Economics teacher agency was enacted by teachers in three ways. Some teachers 
demonstrated proactive agency, where they purposefully chose to change curriculum and enacted 
the four steps of the core properties of agency of intentionality, forethought, reactiveness and 
responsiveness. Other teachers responded with reactive agency when they were forced to make 
curriculum changes rather than choosing to make changes through their own initiative. These 
teachers did not choose to make change (with initial intentionally) nor did they initially act with 
forethought, instead they responded to forced changes. There was, however, intentionality and 
forethought in their response to the change. These teachers still believed they retained high agency 
and attempted to control what happened in their department and classes, other than the contextual 
factors forced on them such as time and staffing restrictions. The least agentic and most concerning 
agency was the third response, where teachers demonstrated passive agency and withdrew to their 
classroom. These three approaches to agency have not been recorded in the literature but data from 
the current research provides enough evidence that there are three separate approaches.  
6.6 Recommendations from the Research 
One recommendation that has come out the current research is that Home Economics, as a 
school subject, require a formal curriculum developed at a national level. This curriculum needs to 
state the learning outcomes, content, knowledge, ways of working and time allocation for each year 
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level, including primary schools. A similar proposal has been submitted to ACARA through HEIA, 
though it appears to have been largely ignored to date to the detriment of Home Economics 
teachers and students in schools. This researcher recommends a coordinated approach by HEIA to 
ACARA with the view to gaining national recognition for the discipline and developing an awareness 
of the need for the subject to be included in school curriculum. This approach requires involvement 
from the national HEIA and the state bodies of HEIA, teachers and administrations in schools and the 
higher education institutions. A national curriculum would address the concerns of lack of 
consistency in Home Economics in schools, which includes content, curriculum standards and the 
different names for the subject, all currently contributing to the confusion in schools. A national 
curriculum would provide direction for teachers, and improve subject image, and increase 
understanding of the role and importance of the subject in schools and the wider community. At the 
very least there should be a state curriculum for Junior Home Economics in schools that will provide 
all of the guidance mentioned in the first recommendation. The current research found that there is 
a lack of accessible and appropriate PD for Queensland Home Economics teachers, particularly in 
Junior Home Economics. Professional development often does not occur, or if it does teachers 
describe it as a repeat of past practices. It has been identified in this study that PD is one of the 
contributing factors to improve proactive agency as well as encourage teachers to demonstrate 
reactive agency rather than withdraw into classrooms and demonstrate passive agency. More 
attention to providing effective PD for Home Economics teachers would provide improved 
consistency in content development and delivery. Many teachers spend a lot of time finding and 
developing their own teaching resources to assist students with learning. A national or a state Home 
Economics curriculum would enable the coordinated production of improved and current teaching 
resources and PD. Improved teaching resources and PD would help reduce the workload currently 
being experienced by Queensland Home Economics teachers.  
All educational bodies including universities require a review of current mentoring 
provisions for early career Home Economics teachers regardless of their employment status or 
school. The current research highlighted how crucial the early years in teaching are to teacher 
longevity, as well as to teacher agency.  It also highlighted the inconsistencies that occurred in the 
mentoring of some early career teachers. Mentoring should not depend on the good will of middle 
or late career teachers in schools. It should be part of the whole community of educators’ 
responsibilities. Development of mentoring provisions within and beyond university training would 
alleviate this problem. Support and mentoring of teachers new to the discipline by those more 
experienced could supplement, but not replace such action. Provision needs to be made for early 
career teachers and their mentors. For example, early career teachers need the opportunity to 
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further their behavioural and class management skills which have only just begun to develop, 
through collegial support and formal instruction, preferably at a higher education level. The 
opportunity for mentors to co-teach with early career teachers would further develop classroom 
management skills. Mentors need to be trained and have school-time allocated to their timetable to 
ensure they are skilled in mentoring and they have adequate time to do the job well. A program to 
train and support mentors, including time release for such duties, would ensure higher quality of 
support.    
Similarly, educational bodies and universities could implement a training program for HoDs. 
The position of HOD is a pivotal role in all schools as competent and motivated HoDs enhance the 
curriculum outcomes of the department, ensure all teachers engage with curriculum, and enable 
their department to function as a cohesive collegial group. The skills required by HoDs have 
changed. No longer is being a subject specialist enough; now HoDs are required to be curriculum 
specialists and good managers of people. Knowledge and skills in these two areas are not absorbed 
but are learnt. Being a curriculum specialist requires a paradigm shift in thinking where the focus is 
no longer on the subject; it is on the whole school curriculum and the subject contribution to it. In 
addition, HoDs now require advanced personnel and management skills in dealing with staff and 
students, and be able to coordinate a group of diverse individuals from a variety of discipline areas 
to produce a cooperative and productive department.  
Some classroom teachers in mega-departments are completing extra duties such as resource 
management, curriculum development and mentoring, previously done by the department HOD. As 
a result of this, specialist classroom teachers have experienced increased workload and job 
intensification in excess of that experienced by all teachers. Recognition of these increased 
responsibilities and allocation of adequate resources to enable them to meet the increased 
workload would alleviate this problem. It is suggested that research be conducted into the methods 
of decision making and engaging teachers in the implementation of curriculum change, as this study 
identified some schools were successful, while other schools were not.  
Passive agency is the most damaging to long term whole school and department curriculum 
change. In some classrooms, the curriculum can stagnate and the intended learning planned for and 
designed by the school curriculum leaders does not take place. Incentives, encouragement, collegial 
support and time planned into school PD would encourage classroom teachers to become reactive 
as a department level as well as in their classroom. Possible ways to develop this would be peer 
group clusters focused on designing and co-ordinating learning units within schools, as well as 
interschool teacher clusters that do the same but across schools. Both approaches would also assist 
to reduce individual teacher workload and enable the sharing of resources. 
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This researcher argues that commonly accepted concepts of teachers within their teachers’ 
career stage has impacted substantially on the current thinking of many early, middle and late career 
teachers, Administrators and policy makers. While some research indicates that teachers in their late 
career stages experience non-engagement with curriculum change and resistance to change, the 
current research indicated this was not the case. Further research on how curriculum change affects 
these different staff and staff level’s agency is needed to understand how these new dynamics in 
today’s school can work more effectively together to enact positive curriculum change. 
6.7 Limitations. 
The current research has a number of limitations. The picture of teacher agency that emerges is 
context-specific, restricted to Queensland secondary teachers in the marginalised area of Home 
Economics. This subject has traditionally suffered from poor subject image and has constantly 
battled for position within a school curriculum. The findings from this research are significant for 
educators and professionals interested in maintaining Home Economics in Queensland schools. The 
results of this study may also apply to other marginalised subjects, though further research would be 
required to verify if these results do apply outside of Home Economics. If similar research were to be 
undertaken in a core school subject such as Mathematics or English, teacher agency and the 
identified contextual factors might be different.  
The case study invited Home Economics teachers in Queensland to participate in two interviews, 
two years apart, and then in a focus group session in the third year. This decision achieved the aim 
of attracting Home Economics teachers from across Queensland from all school sectors. The initial 
12 participants provided sufficient in-depth data from teachers in all school systems in South-East 
Queensland across a range of chronological ages and teaching experience. The 13th participant 
joined the study for Phase 3. The gender balance in the study also reflected the gender balance of 
Home Economics teachers in schools. There was, however, a drop-out rate of participants between 
Phase 1 and Phase 2, and again between Phase 2 and Phase 3 (feedback sessions). As a result, data 
obtained from Phase 3, the feedback sessions, must be taken with caution as they may not be 
representative of all the participants from the initial phases of the research. The small sample size in 
this last Phase restricted the researcher’s ability to make in making generalisations about the effects 
of early career stages on agency; therefore, further research into early career teacher agency is 
needed. 
6.8 Conclusion 
This qualitative research explored secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their 
agency during a period of extensive curriculum change. The research found that proactive agency 
was most effective in enacting the significant mandated curriculum change at both a national and 
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state level. Passive agency was seen as the most detrimental to teachers’ engagement with 
curriculum change. While teacher agency was suggested to operate in four core properties-
intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness and self-reflectiveness (Bandura, 2001; Marsh et al., 
2008), intentionality and forethought were found to be crucial for teachers to engage with 
curriculum in an agentic manner. Intentionality in curriculum change is demonstrated when teachers 
form intentions for curriculum change at school and classroom level and realise these plans. 
Forethought is demonstrated when teachers see successful futures and work toward them. 
Traditional influences, as well as recent changes that have occurred in their school environment, 
have challenged Home Economics teachers’ agency. Many teachers in the current research have had 
to adapt to an increasingly challenging and obstructive school environment. Despite the perceived 
difficulties in engaging with curriculum change, Home Economics teachers overall appeared to 
maintain a strong subject identity. Contextual factors that improved or encouraged teacher agency 
included good collegial relationships, high teacher motivation and increased knowledge of 
established school procedures. Teachers also needed to believe their actions could result in success 
it they attempted them. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Advertisement – in professional journal HEIA 
 
 
An exploratory study of the contextual influences on Home Economics teacher agency when 
engaging in department curriculum change.      
 
Research Team Contacts 
Name Gayle Jenkins 
Telephone 313 83390 
Email g4.jenkins@qut.edu.au  
Principal 
supervisor 
Rebecca Spooner-Lane 
Telephone 313 88619 
Email rs.spooner@qut.edu.au 
Supervisors Donna Tangen                                     Lisa Ehrich 
Email d.tangen @qut.edu.au                         l.ehrich@qut.edu.au 
Telephone 313 83807                                            313 83038 
Please contact the researcher team members to have any questions answered or if you 
require further information about the project. 
 
What is the purpose of the research? 
This project will explore Home Economics teacher agency when engaging in department 
curriculum change. The study proposes to explore Queensland Home Economics teachers’ 
beliefs about their current role in department curriculum change. It will also explore the 
contextual factors that are impacting on Home Economics teachers as they participate in 
curriculum change.  
The research questions for this study are: 
3. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their current 
teacher agency? 
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4. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ understandings of how contextual 
factors have affected the reciprocal relationship between their teacher agency and 
their consequent teaching practice? 
This study will explore Home Economics teachers’ beliefs as expressed through interview and 
focus groups.  
Who is funding this research? 
The project is part of a PhD. study 
Are you looking for people like me? 
The researcher is looking for Home Economics teachers who are currently working in 
Queensland government and non-government secondary schools. 
What will you ask me to do? 
Your participation will involve two 1 hour interviews and one 1-1.5 hour semi-structured focus 
group session consisting of 3 to 4 Home Economics teachers. The first interview will be in March 
2010 and the second interview will be in November. The semi-structured focus group session will 
take place some time after the second interview at a time and place suitable for the group. 
Are there any risks for me in taking part? 
The researcher does not believe there are any risks for you if you choose to participate in this 
research, however discussing curriculum change can be discomforting for some teachers. The 
kinds of questions you will be asked are things like ‘What recent changes have occurred in Home 
Economics curriculum that relate to you?’ and ‘Can you please describe you involvement in 
Home Economics curriculum change?’ 
You will be given the option of verifying your interview data prior to data analysis, and any 
comment or content you want withdrawn from your responses, will be. Participation in this study 
is voluntary and you can withdraw from participation at any time during the project without 
explanation or prejudice.  However, you will not be able to withdraw any data that has been 
provided in previous interviews. 
 
Are there any benefits for me in taking part? 
It is expected that this project will not benefit you directly, however, will help inform the 
development of future teacher professional development opportunities and higher education 
teacher training programs. 
Will I be compensated for my time? 
The will be no compensation available for you assistance, other than a heartfelt thank you 
I am interested – what should I do next? 
If you would like to participate in this study, please contact Gayle Jenkins through email or 
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telephone.  
Email: g4.jenkins@qut.edu.au       Telephone: 313 83390 
You will be provided with further information to ensure that your decision and consent to 
participate is fully informed. 
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Appendix 2: Participant Information for the research project 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
An exploratory study of the contextual influences on Home Economics teacher agency when 
engaging in department curriculum change.      
 
Research Team Contacts 
Name Gayle Jenkins 
Telephone 313 83390 
Email g4.jenkins@qut.edu.au  
Principal 
supervisor 
Rebecca Spooner-Lane 
Telephone 313 88619 
Email rs.spooner@qut.edu.au 
Supervisors Donna Tangen                                     Lisa Ehrich 
Email d.tangen @qut.edu.au                         l.ehrich@qut.edu.au 
Telephone 313 83807                                            313 83038 
Please contact the researcher team members to have any questions answered or 
if you require further information about the project. 
 
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD project for Gayle Jenkins. 
The purpose of this research is to explore Home Economics teacher agency when engaging 
in department curriculum change. The study will explore Queensland Home Economics 
teachers’ beliefs about their current role department curriculum change. It will also explore 
the contextual factors that are impacting on Home Economics teachers as they participate in 
curriculum change.  
1. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ perceptions of their current 
teacher agency? 
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2. What are secondary Home Economics teachers’ understandings of how 
contextual factors have affected the reciprocal relationship between their 
teacher agency and their consequent teaching practice? 
 
The researcher requests your assistance because there is little research available that 
provides any information on this topic. 
 
Research affiliation 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD project by Gayle Jenkins 
 
Participation 
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw 
from participation at any time during the project without comment or penalty. Your decision 
to participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT or with 
any employing body. 
 
Your participation will involve two 1 hour interviews and one 1-1.5 hour semi-structured 
focus group session consisting of 3 to 4 Home Economics teachers. The first interview will 
be in March, and the second interview will be in November. The semi-structured focus group 
session will take place after the second interview at a time and place suitable for the group. 
 
Expected benefits 
It is expected that this project will not benefit you directly, however, will help inform the 
development of future teacher professional development opportunities and higher education 
teacher training programs. 
 
Risks 
The researcher does not believe there are any risks beyond normal day-to day living 
associate with your participation in this research, however discussing curriculum change can 
be discomforting for some teachers. The kinds of questions you will be asked are things like 
‘What recent changes have occurred in Home Economics curriculum that relate to you? ’ and 
‘Can you please describe you involvement in Home Economics curriculum change? ’ 
You will be given the option of verifying your interview data prior to data analysis, and any 
comment or content you want withdrawn from your responses, will be. Participation in this 
study is voluntary and you can withdraw from participation at any time during the project 
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without explanation or prejudice.  However, you will not be able to withdraw any data that 
has been provided in previous interviews. 
 
If you do experience discomfort or distress as a result of your participation in the research, 
QUT provides for limited free counseling for research participants. Should you wish to 
access this service please contact the Clinic Receptionist of the QUT Psychology Clinic on 
3138 0999. Please indicate to the receptionist that you are a research participant.  
 
 
Confidentiality 
All identifying names of people and schools will be removed and replaced with coded 
pseudonyms and all data collected will be treated as confidential. The interview transcription 
will be sent to the participant for approval before it is used as data.  
All interviews and focus groups will be digitally recorded. The digital recordings will be 
transcribed into electronic and print copy for data analysis.  
 
Consent to Participate 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement to participate. The consent form will be collected at the time of the interview. 
 
Questions / further information about the project 
Please contact the researcher team members named above to have any questions 
answered or if you require further information about the project. 
 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project 
you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 2091 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics Officer is not connected with the research 
project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner. 
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Appendix 3: Phase 1: Guide Questions – for in-depth interview 
 
Question 1: Can you please tell me about yourself and your teaching position in your 
school? (information sought) 
 Gender 
 What is your approximate age? 
 How many years have you been teaching? 
 What position do you have in the school (classroom teacher, Head of 
Department, senior teacher etc.)? 
 What type of school do you teach in (State School, Catholic School, 
Independent, etc)? 
 How long have you been at this school? 
 
Question 2: Can you please tell me how the school subject Home Economics is organised 
in your school? 
Question 3: Can you please tell me how you think Home Economics is viewed by your 
school, the students and the school community (its importance as a school subject)? 
Question 4: What recent changes have occurred in Home Economics curriculum that relate 
to you? 
Question 5: Can you please describe you involvement in Home Economics curriculum 
change? 
Question 6: How effective do you think you are in influencing or affecting the Home 
Economics curriculum in your department? 
Question 7:  What factors have made it easier for you to influence or affect Home 
Economics curriculum in your department? 
Question 8: What factors have inhibited you from influencing Home Economics curriculum 
in your department? 
Question 9: If you could change anything about your Home Economics curriculum, what 
would it be? 
Question 10: Can you please describe any changes you may have noticed in your 
participation in your school and/or department Home Economics curriculum making in the 
last few years? 
Question 11: Has recent curriculum change affected your Home Economics classroom 
curriculum, If so, how? (What you do in your class with your students)?  
Final Question: Is there anything else you would like to say about Home Economics and 
Home Economics curriculum? 
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Appendix 4: Consent form for QUT Research Project 
 
CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
An exploratory study of the contextual influences on Home Economics teacher agency when 
engaging in school and department curriculum development      
 
Statement of consent 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
 have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
 understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research 
team 
 understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty 
 understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 2091 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project 
 agree to participate in the project 
 understand that the project will include audio recording 
 
Name  
Signature  
Date  /  /   
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Appendix 5: School type and Subject organisation in schools 
 
School Department name School subjects  HOD background 
A 
SHS  
Home Economics Home Economics, Hospitality, Tourism, 
Early Childhood Studies 
Home Economics 
B 
SHS 
Vocational Education 
& Training (VET) 
 
Home Economics, Hospitality, Tourism, 
Manual Arts,  
History 
C 
Private 
School 
Humanities Home Economics, Japanese, Learning 
Support, ESL, History 
Home Economics 
D 
Private 
School 
The Arts Home Economics, Hospitality, Visual Arts, 
Music, Drama 
 
Visual Arts 
E 
SHS 
Applied Studies Home Economics, Hospitality, Early 
Childhood Studies, Applied Fashion 
 
Home Economics 
F 
SHS 
Life Style 
Management 
Home Economics, Hospitality, Tourism, 
Early Childhood Studies, Applied Fashion 
 
Home Economics 
G 
Private 
School 
VET Home Economics, Hospitality, Tourism, 
Applied Fashion 
 
Manual Arts 
H 
Private 
School 
Home Economics Home Economics Home Economics 
I 
SHS 
Home Economics Home Economics, Hospitality, Early 
Childhood Studies, Applied Fashion, 
Human Relations Education 
 
Home Economics 
J 
Private 
School 
Home 
Economics/Hospitality
/Early childhood 
Studies/Tourism 
Home Economics, Hospitality, Early 
Childhood Studies, Tourism 
Home Economics 
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Appendix 6: Senior Home Economics related subjects offered in each school 
 
School Year 11 and 12 subjects 
A Hospitality - Certificate II (VET); Early Childhood Studies (VET) 
B Home Economics; Early Childhood Studies (VET) 
C Home Economics ; Early Childhood Studies (VET) 
D Home Economics; Hospitality Studies; Hospitality (VET); Early Childhood Studies - Certificate III(VET) 
E Home Economics; Hospitality (VET); Early Childhood Studies (VET); Creative Arts – Textiles (VET) 
F Home Economics; Hospitality:  Certificate II (VET); Hospitality: SAS; Early Childhood Studies - 
Certificate III (VET); Certificate II in Design and Textile Production (VET) 
G Home Economics; Hospitality (VET);  Applied Fashion (VET); Early Childhood Studies (VET) 
H Hospitality (VET); Early Childhood Studies (VET); Applied Fashion (VET) 
I Home Economics; Hospitality (VET); Early Childhood Studies (VET); Applied Fashion (VET) 
J Home Economics; Hospitality Studies; Hospitality - Certificate II (VET); Early Childhood Studies - 
Certificate III (VET) 
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Appendix 7: Copy of email of progress report for Ethical clearance number 
1000000532 
 
 
 
Dear Mrs Gayle Jenkins 
 
Project Title:                
A contextual analysis of secondary home economic teachers' agency in 
a time 
of mandatory curriculum change 
 
Ethics Number:         1000000532 
Clearance Until:        30/04/2013 
Ethics Category:        Human 
 
I write in relation to the ethical clearance awarded for the data 
collection of this project .   
Please provide a response by return email within 2 weeks if: 
 
>     the data collection is in PROGRESS 
 
>     the data collection and analysis has been COMPLETED,  
       and therefore the clearance can be CLOSED OFF 
 
>     when the project is EXPECTED to be completed 
 
>     there are any ETHICAL CONCERNS 
 
>     there are any VARIATIONS 
 
For variations, complete and submit our online variation form. 
     http://www.research.qut.edu.au/ethics/forms/hum/var/variation.j
sp 
 
 
 
